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Greek colonisation in the archaic period encompassed an enormous geographical 
area.  But for all its prevalence, the textual evidence is limited in both quantity and 
quality and the archaeological evidence goes only some way towards helping 
decipher social change and ethnicity.  These issues become even more apparent 
when considering the position of women in the new city foundations.  Did Greek 
colonists take their own wives with them to their new homes?  Were Greek women 
sent out at a later date once the colony had become established?  Did Greek 
colonists intermarry with indigenous women on arrival?  Or did something else 
happen, including a mix of these options?  The weight of scholarly opinion 
currently falls in favour of intermarriage, though frequently little evidence is 
proffered to support this view. This thesis focuses on this hypothesis and examines 
the evidence (or lack thereof) to support this conclusion. 
Chapter One examines the problems associated with archaic Greek colonisation 
generally, particularly those issues connected with the ‘language of colonisation’.  
The study of Greek colonisation has been complicated by imprecise and 
ambiguous terminology, which frequently draws comparison with more modern 
(although altogether different) instances of the phenomenon.  A major 
repercussion of this is the tendency to overlook both women and any indigenous 
peoples.  The opening chapter also examines the various reasons behind the 
foundation of colonies, as well as the different types of settlements, so that an 
assessment can be made as to whether Greek women might have been more likely 
to accompany colonising expeditions in some instances over others.  Chapter Two 
looks at the concept of intermarriage more closely and assesses Greek attitudes 
towards foreign women.  It also evaluates the evidence typically called upon by 
scholars to argue for and against intermarriage in Greek colonisation.  Chapter 
Three assesses the evidence for the presence of women in ten different colonies.  
Presented roughly in chronological order, these colonies were selected for their 
geographical scope, covering different regions from the Western Mediterranean, 
Magna Graecia, North Africa, and the Black Sea.  This discussion explores both 
the literary and archaeological evidence (where possible) for each of these 
colonies and assesses the potential for intermarriage. This thesis demonstrates that 
broad conclusions about intermarriage as a widespread practice are unsustainable 
and concludes that colonisation in the archaic period cannot be considered a 
uniform phenomenon.  
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INTRODUCTION 
“The historian who tries to recover the facts about Greek colonization in the 
archaic period is confronted by many problems.”1  So wrote A. J. Graham, the 
father of Greek colonisation studies,2 in 1981-82.  These problems include a 
limited number of written sources and unreliable, sometimes contradictory, 
archaeological evidence.  The difficulties increase, however, when the position of 
women in these colonies is considered.  Did Greek colonists take their own wives 
with them to their new homes?  Were Greek women sent out at a later date once 
the colony had become established?  Did Greek colonists intermarry with 
indigenous women on arrival?3  Or did something else happen, including a mix of 
these options?  In the second half of the twentieth century and continuing into the 
twenty-first, the weight of the scholarly opinion supports the view that only men 
founded colonies and therefore intermarried after arrival.  This thesis focuses on 
this hypothesis and examines the evidence (or lack thereof) to support this 
conclusion. 
The chronological and geographical scope of archaic Greek colonisation is often 
unspecific and accordingly there is little consensus among scholars about it.  This 
thesis encompasses the period of the eighth to sixth centuries BC.  Geographically, 
Greek colonisation reached almost to the end of the known world.  Previous 
studies of Greek colonisation often limit their examinations to a single region, 
most commonly the ‘Western Greeks’ of Magna Graecia.4  For a more rounded 
discussion, this thesis endeavours to examine colonies ranging from the Western 
Mediterranean to the Black Sea (see Figure 1).  The importance of these archaic 
                                                
1 Graham (1981-82) 293. 
2 In this thesis, I spell all forms of the verb ‘to colonise’ with New Zealand English spelling, 
according to the Oxford New Zealand Dictionary.  The only exceptions to this are in quotations 
where I keep any original spelling. 
3 Throughout this thesis, I will use the term ‘indigenous’ as the lesser of evils, but I do not wish to 
imply in doing so that any people described as indigenous necessarily had permanent habitation.  It 
is extremely difficult to describe any population already living on, around, or inhabiting the land 
that the Greek colonists chose to settle on.  All the terminology is problematic.  Whitehouse and 
Wilkins (1989) 115 discuss the issues involved. ‘Local’ is too imprecise (and I would add that it 
does not include nomadic peoples); ‘indigenous’ implies that the peoples have had permanent 
habitation since the beginning of time; ‘native’ has modern day colonial overtones (an issue that 
will be discussed in depth in Chapter One).   
4 The term was coined by Dunbabin (1948), and is a term continuously used to describe the Greeks 
living in Italy and Sicily (see for example, David Ridgway’s (1992) publication The First Western 
Greeks). 
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colonies is emphasised by the fact that by the fourth century BC, they may have 
accounted for some 40% of all Greeks.5 
This thesis employs a mixture of literary and archaeological evidence.  Much of 
the textual evidence has a clear grounding in myth, making its historicity 
questionable.6  Some accounts are clearly aetiological ones, created to explain an 
earlier event or practice.  Further, this literary evidence comes from a period (or 
rather, different periods) considerably after the period of initial colonisation.  This 
factor has implications for our interpretation of the evidence.  A second or third-
hand account will never be as accurate as a first-hand one.  Later accounts are 
frequently influenced by popular thought of their time, or shaped to fit 
contemporary political intentions.   
Women do not feature prominently in the textual evidence, but the absence of 
women from the Greek sources is deceptive.  It would be easy to assume that their 
absence from sources was due to their physical absence during the process of 
colonisation.  Such an argumentum e silentio is unacceptable in this instance: most 
Greek historical sources in other contexts make very little mention of women.  
Herodotus provides a great deal of evidence for this thesis because he mentions 
women more frequently than other writers.  He refers to a wide variety of women 
including wives, daughters, mothers, queens, priestesses, and prostitutes (among 
others), with a total of 375 mentions throughout the Histories.7  By contrast 
Thucydides, for example, mentions women eight times less frequently than 
Herodotus.8  Like women, indigenous populations are largely ignored in the 
literary record.  Non-Greek sources are virtually non-existent, so we must be 
mindful of this in our interpretation of the available evidence.   
The archaeological evidence also presents challenges.  Many excavations were 
conducted in the nineteenth or early twentieth centuries when the interpretation of 
the problems of Greek colonisation was very different.  As a result, any analysis of 
the presence of women, indigenous peoples, or skeletal evidence is extremely 
                                                
5 De Angelis (2011) 18; Scheidel (2003) 134-135. 
6 The distinction between ‘myth’ and ‘reality’ was not necessarily recognised by the Greeks.  See 
Dougherty (1993a) 15. 
7 Dewald (1980) 12. Obviously, not all of these mentions concern women in archaic Greek 
colonies. 
8 Wiedemann (1983) 165. 
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limited.  Ethnicity and identity are big factors in such a project.  Typically, we 
could expect to distinguish between Greeks and various indigenous populations 
through archaeology – in particular through burial customs and grave goods.  
However, it is becoming increasingly obvious that this is not straightforward.  
Many sites reveal a mixture of customs, and also the adoption and adaptation by 
some groups of the practices of others.9  In general, much of the archaeological 
evidence is open to more than one interpretation and leaves ample room for 
conjecture and speculation.  By the same token, distinguishing male from female 
in the necropoleis is becoming increasingly more difficult as the common methods 
of sex association cannot be relied upon (that is, we cannot definitively conclude 
that graves containing objects typically associated with women also belonged to 
females).  Therefore archaeology provides only limited indications of ethnicity and 
identity, and must be used with caution.  Where possible, the archaeological 
evidence should be combined with the literary, so that a more rounded picture may 
be achieved.  
What follows is in three parts.  Chapter One examines the problems associated 
with archaic Greek colonisation generally, particularly those issues connected with 
the ‘language of colonisation’.  The study of Greek colonisation has been 
complicated by imprecise and ambiguous terminology, which frequently draws 
comparison with more modern (although altogether different) instances of the 
phenomenon.  A major repercussion of this is the tendency to overlook both 
women and any indigenous peoples in the scholarship.  Chapter One also 
examines the various reasons behind the foundation of colonies, possible methods 
of transport, as well as the different types of settlements, so that an assessment can 
be made about whether Greek women might have been more likely to accompany 
colonising expeditions in some instances over others.  Chapter Two looks at the 
concept of intermarriage more closely and assesses the Greek attitude towards 
foreign women.  It also evaluates the evidence typically called upon by scholars to 
argue for and against intermarriage in Greek colonisation.  Chapter Three assesses 
the evidence of women in ten different colonies.  Presented roughly in 
chronological order, these colonies were selected for their geographical scope, 
                                                
9 This is partly because, as Owen (2005) 8 points out, ethnicity is a socially-constructed notion, 
“which may be actively played up or down according to local needs”.  See also Hall (1997). 
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covering different regions from the Western Mediterranean, Magna Graecia, North 
Africa, and the Black Sea.  I examine both the literary and archaeological evidence 
from each colony (where possible), and assess the potential for intermarriage at 
each place.  
Overall, I argue that contrary to the practices of much of the scholarship, archaic 
Greek colonisation cannot and should not be considered as a uniform 
phenomenon.  Each colony needs to be considered individually, as each colony 
had a different mother city, a different foundation date, different foundation 
stories, and accordingly each appears to have had different practices in sourcing its 
women.  Therefore, I argue that based on the available evidence, broad 
conclusions about intermarriage in the colonies are as risky as broad conclusions 




THE PROLEGOMENA: WOMEN AND GREEK COLONISATION 
Introduction 
Colonisation is a difficult concept.  It is subject to a variety of interpretations, 
laden with a wide variety of connotations, and applied to a variety of peoples – 
from the ancient Greeks to the Romans and Vikings, from the Spanish, French, 
and British to the Russians expanding the Soviet Union.  In addition, colonisation 
covers more than people and land: it is also applied to plants, bacteria, and a wide 
variety of animals. In English today we talk about the colonisation of space, ant 
colonies, bee colonies, mushroom colonies, and even nudist colonies.  
Consequently, it is necessary to examine the way in which the terminology 
associated with colonisation has been used to describe the Greek settlements 
established in the archaic period, and to identify how this use has impacted on the 
scholarship.   
The language that nineteenth and twentieth century scholars have used to discuss 
Greek colonisation is often imprecise and sometimes ambiguous.  Throughout the 
twentieth century, there has been a tendency to use terms arbitrarily, with little 
regard to resulting repercussions.  This has led to many of the complications 
surrounding the study of Greek colonisation.  
One of the primary issues in the discussion of colonisation is the association and 
conflation with contemporary interpretations of the concept.  This is particularly 
evident in western scholarship, where our own experiences of British colonial 
systems have greatly influenced the way in which we may interpret the colonial 
experience of others. Many scholars have drawn direct comparisons between 
Greek colonisation and British colonisation.  For example, Australian-born T. J. 
Dunbabin stated in his preface to the foundational text, The Western Greeks: 
I have drawn much on the parallel to the relations between colonies 
and mother country provided in Australia and New Zealand.  Here 
political independence is combined with almost complete cultural 
dependence, on which the colonials pride themselves.  Difference in 
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manner of life is due to difference of material circumstances, and is not 
enough to destroy the essential unity.  This unity is the pride of most 
colonials; so probably in antiquity.10    
By comparing ancient with modern colonisation, notions of cultural and political 
control are insinuated in the colonisation process; in particular, the idea that there 
are elements of power and domination over any indigenous inhabitants.11  For 
example, in his foreword to Dunbabin’s The Greeks and their Eastern Neighbours 
(1957), John Beazley wrote: “In the West the peoples with whom the Greeks came 
into contact were at a more primitive stage of development than they 
themselves”.12  In 1940, A. H. M. Jones described the Greek colonies in Black Sea 
as “mere islets of civilization in a sea of barbarism”.13  These quotations clearly 
demonstrate the prevailing attitudes of the early twentieth century, deeming the 
indigenous peoples to be lesser than the Greeks: less advanced, less developed, 
and perhaps less intelligent as well. 
The prejudices against the Aborigines of Australia and the Māori of New Zealand 
following colonial contact (and arguably continuing to this day) are primarily the 
result of a colonial view that the colonising group is superior to the colonised, due 
to perceptions that the latter has a primitive way of life.  However, many scholars 
are beginning to recognise that the Greek outlook on other peoples was, perhaps, 
very different.  The term βάρβαρος simply referred to a person who did not speak 
Greek.14  It was not a term tied to any particular people or race, and did not have 
the same wild and savage connotations that the term carries today.15  It appears that 
the distinction between the Greeks and the barbaroi emerged only following the 
Persian invasion of Greece in 480/479 BC; many scholars argue that there were no 
                                                
10 Dunbabin (1948) vii.  Dunbabin goes on to analogise the economic life of ancient colonies with 
modern examples of raw material production. 
11 Osborne (1998) 252. 
12 Beazley in Dunbabin (1957) 5.  See Ridgway (1990) 62: “‘primitive’ is not an adjective that I 
would willingly apply today to the Italian Iron Age”. 
13 Jones (1940) 27. 
14 Boardman (1980) 7; Tsetskhladze (2006c) lii. 
15 Isaac (2004) argues against this, though he uses little evidence to back up his assertions, and the 
purpose of his work, in fact, appears to be to absolve modern society of the creation of racism.  
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(or few) feelings of contempt or racially motivated hostility prior to this.16  It 
follows that a comparison between Greek colonisation and modern colonisation is 
not a fair or accurate comparison, particularly because of the very different ways 
the two approached indigenous populations.  The overtones of political and social 
control associated with modern colonisation were not necessarily present in the 
settlement process of the ancient Greeks. 
More recent scholarship increasingly acknowledges this distinction.  Tsetskhladze 
argues: “colonisation is essentially a modern Anglophone concept, based on 
examination and interpretation of the imperial activity of the European powers of 
our era, transported back and forced onto ancient Greece”.17  Yet, some recent 
publications continue to link ancient and modern colonisation – not just conflating 
their interpretation, but also presenting comparative approaches as though they 
were different versions of the same phenomenon.18  This reflects how difficult it is 
to suppress the instinctual need to relate past events and practices to modern 
experience, as a way of better understanding those events and practices.  But we 
need to be wary of this, and bear in mind that, other than the term itself, there is 
little in common between ancient and modern colonisation.  In an influential 
paper, Osborne called for expunging the term ‘colonisation’ from books on early 
Greece.19   The justification for such a bold appeal was that otherwise “we will go 
on calling the settlements ‘colonies’ and will go on mistaking both the causes and 
the nature of settlement in the West by invoking a colonization model”.20  While 
on the one hand, I agree that the conflation of ancient with modern colonisation 
must cease, I also agree with Whitley’s observation, that “we have to call this 
process something, and colonisation is as good a term as any”.21  As long as 
scholars are both aware of the pitfalls of interpretation in previous scholarship, and 
                                                
16 Tuplin (1999) 54; Antonaccio (2007) 204; Roebuck (1959) 33.  Certainly, following the Persian 
war, previous enemies such as the Trojans gained a retrospective status as “contemptible 
barbarians” (Tuplin (1999) 55).  Hall (1989) argues for the importance of tragedy as a vehicle for 
inventing and defining ‘the barbarian’. 
17 Tsetskhladze (2006c) xxvii.  Also recently Snodgrass (2005) 45; Owen (2005); Shepherd (1999) 
271.  See also Eikeland (2006) 23; Hodos (2006) 10; and in particular, De Angelis (1998) for the 
critical analysis of Dunbabin’s approach. 
18 See Gosden (2004), and Lyons & Papadopoulos (2002) for examples. 
19 Osborne (1998) 269. 
20 Osborne (1998) 268.  De Angelis (2011) 21 argues that we need to coin new terms to use, such 
as ‘apoikiazation’ instead of colonisation. 
21 Whitley (2001) 125. 
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recognise the differences between the ancient and modern processes, then 
scholarship will continue to move forward.  
The ever-changing nature of our understanding of colonisation has almost 
certainly affected the scholarship on the Greek settlement process in the archaic 
period.  This change is particularly evident in the discussion of the definitions of 
‘colonisation’ in the Oxford Classical Dictionary. 
The Second Edition of the Oxford Classical Dictionary, published in 1970, defines 
Greek colonisation as: 
Colonization was always a natural activity for Greeks, living in a poor 
country.  Mycenaean colonies of the Late Bronze Age have been 
revealed by archaeologists (e.g. at Miletus), the coast of Asia Minor 
and the islands off it were settled at the beginning of the Iron Age, and 
there was much colonization in Asia under Alexander and in the 
Hellenistic period.  Nevertheless, the greatest colonizing achievement, 
by which Greek cities were spread round the coasts of the 
Mediterranean and Pontus, is that of the archaic period, c. 750-c. 550.22 
The most recent edition of the same work, published in 2012, saw a drastic change 
in the definition of Greek colonisation: 
‘Colonization’, in the language of a former imperial power, is a 
somewhat misleading definition of the process of major Greek 
expansion that took place between c. 734 and 580 B.C.  In fact, the 
process itself was not so much ‘Greek’ as directed in different ways 
and for different reasons by a number of independent city-states.  This 
at least emerges with relative clarity from both the historical and the 
archaeological evidence.  For the rest, the mass of general and 
particular information that has accumulated under these two headings 
is only rarely susceptible to a single uncontroversial interpretation.  
Although the position has greatly improved since the 1930s, it is still 
only too true that archaeologists and ancient historians do not always 
appreciate each other’s aims and methods – a problem that is 
                                                
22 Graham, A. J. ‘Colonization, Greek’ excerpt from OCD2 (1970), 264. 
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exacerbated by the fact that on the subject of colonization ancient no 
less than modern authors are more than usually influenced by their 
own political agenda and accordingly more than usually liable to 
project the priorities, practices, and terminology of their own times 
onto the much earlier events they purport to describe.23 
This simple comparison shows the radical change in scholarly thinking within just 
forty years.  There is a much greater emphasis placed on terminology; and the 
problems associated with the subject are more clearly outlined.  Importantly, the 
2012 edition acknowledges that the settlement process was initiated by different 
city states, each for different reasons, and most importantly that not all colonies 
were the same.  This is a fundamental point, crucial to avoiding the ‘Colonisation 
Model’ which Osborne sought to eradicate.24   
Modern scholarship often falls into the trap of talking about an ‘age of 
colonisation’.25  It is undeniable that migration was a prevalent feature of the 
ancient world as it remains today.  A recurring theme in the Homeric poems 
concerns men who wander abroad.  In Greece, migration took place in the late 
eleventh to tenth centuries BC, with the Ionians, Dorians, and Aeolians shifting 
around the Aegean and into Asia Minor, as well as the Mycenaeans’ movement 
prior to this.26  Hesiod’s father, for example, migrated and chose to settle in Boiotia 
(Works and Days 630-640).  The Hellenistic period was also a period of great 
migration, into Syria, Egypt, and the East.  The movement that took place in the 
archaic period, however, is frequently singled out as the so-called ‘age of 
colonisation’.  Certainly, the colonies of this period stand apart from other periods 
of migration and settlement partly in their scale and the extent of their 
geographical reach.  Indeed, such was the extent of this colonisation that it 
remained unsurpassed until the late fourth century BC with Alexander the Great’s 
conquests (which were of a different nature).27  However, talking about an ‘age of 
colonisation’ is dangerous, as it implies that all the colonies from that age should 
                                                
23 Ridgeway, D.‘Colonization, Greek’ excerpt from OCD4 (2012), 348. 
24 Osborne (1998) as discussed above. 
25 For example, Murray (1993) 102, cf. Graham (1982) 83. 
26 Tsetskhladze (2006c) xxiii. 
27 Murray (1993) 102. 
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be treated as a single movement or phenomenon.28  This in turn deceptively 
suggests that all of the colonies from within that movement were founded for the 
same reasons, with matching intentions.  A careful distinction must also be made 
between colonisation and migration.  Migration occurs when the entire population 
of a settlement uproots itself (for whatever reason) and relocates to another area to 
establish a new settlement.  By contrast, with colonisation, only a portion of a 
population relocates while the original settlement (mother city) continues.29 
The elements required for Greek colonisation are usually discussed within the 
parameters of some so-called ‘long established certainties’.30  Some of these 
certainties are now open to fresh questioning.  It is usually assumed, for example, 
that all colonies were founded by a state (polis) and that consequently, each colony 
was designed to be a mirror image of its mother city.  In fact, colonies could have 
multiple mother cities as sometimes colonists were collected from all over the 
Greek world.31  In addition, the impetus for the foundation of a colony was not 
necessarily found in the polis, but could come from a private individual.32  
Colonising parties are typically described as being led by a single individual, the 
oikistes.33  He was apparently responsible for setting up the social, religious, and 
political aspects of the new community, and he was usually worshipped as a hero 
after his death, with his burial in a prominent place in the agora.  However, there 
are instances where there was more than one oikist (such as Metapontum), or 
                                                
28 Wilson (2006) 27. 
29 Graham (1981-82) 294 argues that the Greeks did not distinguish between the colonisation that 
took place in the migratory period and the colonisation of the archaic period.  While this may be 
true, a major theme in this chapter is that nearly all terminology is modern. 
30 See Wilson (2006) 25 for the following list of points of ‘long established certainties’. 
31 For example, Cumae appears to have had more than one mother city. See Graham (1964) 16. 
32 Consequently, a distinction can be drawn between public and private ventures. For example, 
Graham (1964) 7-8 (re-emphasised Graham (1982) 143-146) draws a distinction between the 
foundation of Cyrene as a state act, versus the abortive, and private, expedition of Dorieus 
(Herodotus 5.42-48). The reasons for these ventures will be discussed later in this chapter.  
Osborne (1998) shifted the debate significantly, arguing that private ventures alone should account 
for archaic Greek colonisation in the west.  Most recently Morakis (2011) assessed the language 
used by Thucydides (6.3-5) to argue that the first generation colonists of Sicily were of a private 
character, while the later expeditions had a more ‘state-guided character’.  For example, Morakis 
(2011) 467 argues: “at 6.3.1, where Thucydides says Ἑλλήνων δὲ πρῶτοι Χαλκιδῆς ἐξ Εὐβοίας 
πλεύσαντες µετὰ Θουκλέους οἰκιστοῦ Νάξον ᾤκισαν, the subjects of the colonising movement are 
Thoucles the oikist and Χαλκιδῆς but not the state/polis of Chalcis.  The ethnic of the colonists 
(Chalcidians) is used in an indefinite context alongside Thoucles’ name and only to denote the 
geographical origin of the colonists (that is the reason for the ἐξ).” These arguments are heavily 
tied up with the reasons why colonies were founded, to be discussed shortly, and whether or not the 
polis was yet in existence.  It is also difficult that these debates have a hugely western focus with 
rare regard to how the situation in the Black Sea may have tallied or differed. 
33 The οἰκιστής (oikistes) is anglicised as ‘oikist’. 
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where there is no record of the oikist at all (such as the settlement at Pithekoussai).  
It is usually assumed that the Delphic oracle was consulted prior to setting out on 
the colonial expedition to gain approval, advice, or geographical aid.  In some 
instances, such as the foundation of Cyrene from Thera, Delphi was consulted a 
number of times (Herodotus 4.150-151;155).  In other instances, however, Delphi 
may not have been consulted at all (such as Dorieus’ activities in North Africa).34  
Finally, it is usually assumed that the process of settlement in a new land involved 
the violent expulsion of the indigenous population.  This point is most 
fundamental to the focus of this thesis and, as we will see, it was not always the 
case.  Some colonies were settled on previously uninhabited land, and conversely, 
there is strong evidence for others that relations between the Greek colonists and 
indigenous population were relatively peaceful (such as Megara Hyblaea).  Thus, 
it now appears that little is certain on the list of ‘long established certainties’.  One 
of the primary problems with such a list is that, as we will see, it fails to 
acknowledge that every single Greek colony differed from the next, even those 
which had the same mother city.  Such ‘long established certainties’ fit within the 
‘age of colonisation’ argument, and consequently they do not seem to often 
coincide with the reality of Greek colonisation.  Furthermore, Malkin points out 
that many of the expectations or conditions associated with the foundation of 
Greek colonies are in fact ones that date to the classical period, and therefore are 
not applicable to those of the archaic period.35 
Practical considerations 
As an alternative to this ‘one size fits all’ approach, it is useful to consider in 
practical terms what was required to make a colonial expedition work.  In the first 
few years of existence, the new settlements would have needed to have been 
relatively self-sufficient.  Food, water, and shelter were all essential to survival.  
With a view towards more long-term survival, certainly an ability to reproduce 
was crucial and this obviously required women. 
Homer’s Odyssey (9.116-24) gives us some indication of what colonists looked for 
in an area to be potentially settled: 
                                                
34 Interestingly, at least in this instance, the foundation’s inability to succeed has been directly 
linked to their neglect to consult Delphi – see Herodotus (5.42). 
35 Malkin (1987) 155. 
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νῆσος ἔπειτα λάχεια παρὲκ λιµένος τετάνυσται, 
γαίης Κυκλώπων οὔτε σχεδὸν οὔτ᾽ ἀποτηλοῦ, 
ὑλήεσσ᾽ ἐν δ᾽ αἶγες ἀπειρέσιαι γεγάασιν 
ἄγριαι...  
...οὔτ᾽ ἄρα ποίµνῃσιν καταΐσχεται οὔτ᾽ ἀρότοισιν, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἥ γ᾽ ἄσπαρτος καὶ ἀνήροτος ἤµατα πάντα 
ἀνδρῶν χηρεύει, βόσκει δέ τε µηκάδας αἶγας. 
There is a fertile, wooded island stretching before the harbour, neither 
near the land of the Cyclopes, nor far away, in which countless goats 
live wild…used neither for flocks, nor corn-fields [ploughing], but in 
fact is unsown and unploughed for all the days, it lacks men feeding 
only bleating goats.36 
The island is currently uninhabited and is fertile.  Though technically Odysseus is 
not looking to found a colony, he is aware of its potential for settlement and 
consequently this passage is commonly seen to reflect the ideals of colonisation.37  
The number of colonists required for each expedition is not known, but 
presumably this could vary considerably.  Herodotus (4.153) records that two 
pentekonters voyaged from Thera to Cyrene; many scholars have presumed, 
incorrectly, that this meant 200 people went to the new colony.38  Morrison and 
Williams’ study, Greek Oared Ships demonstrates that a pentekonter typically 
carried 50 oarsmen and two officers.39  By contrast, Herodotus, elsewhere, allows 
for 80 men in each pentekonter (7.184.3).40   
The debate surrounding which kinds of vessels were used on colonial voyages 
becomes particularly salient for the Black Sea colonies; specifically the date that 
the Greeks were able to sail into the Black Sea, and therefore the earliest possible 
date of settlement.  There are references to the region in mythological traditions 
(for example, the Argonauts’ voyage to Colchis in search of the golden fleece), 
though scholars have struggled to place these instances chronologically.41  In 1948 
                                                
36 All translations and bolded emphasis are my own. 
37 Wilson (2006) 39. 
38 See for example, Dunbabin (1948) 454; Murray (1993) 113; Graham (1964) 43.  Furthermore, I 
thank Arthur Pomeroy for pointing out that these two pentekonters could have been for military 
support, and not the vessels containing the colonists. 
39 Morrison & Williams (1968) 47.  See also Van Wees (2004) 203.   
40 See Cawkwell (1992) 290 for other possibilities, such as the addition of a sigma after ἄνδρας to 
show that it was 200 men. 
41 Tsetskhladze (1994) 114; Petropoulos (2005) 17. 
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Carpenter became the leading proponent in this debate, publishing an article which 
concluded that the Black Sea was closed to the Greeks before c. 680 BC, due to 
the strong Bosporus current.42  Carpenter argued that access to the Black Sea was 
tied to the invention of the pentekonter, thus explaining why there is little 
archaeological evidence before this time.43  It was necessary for crews to row 
pentekonters through the entrance to the Black Sea, as sailing through was not 
possible.  In 1957 Labaree conducted a more technical analysis of the capabilities 
of the pentekonter,44 and a similar study was undertaken by Graham in 1958 to 
assess the effects of the wind and currents on access to the Black Sea, whether by 
sailing or rowing.45  Both concluded that the Greeks were in fact able to sail into 
the Black Sea, and thus the date of the Greek penetration of the Black Sea did not 
rely on technical improvements in rowing vessels.46  Graham reasserted his 
opinion in 1971, and added that the absence of Greek colonies (particularly with 
reference to the northern shores of the Black Sea) was due to the ‘warlike strength’ 
of the indigenous population.47  Graham re-emphasised his position in 1990, 
attempting to use some pottery as evidence.48  The limitations of this approach 
were criticised by Boardman in 1991: 
whether there is any archaeological evidence for earlier exploration or 
settlement is another matter, but Graham has pressed claims which, as 
I hope to show, cannot be upheld since the dating of the pottery or its 
                                                
42 Carpenter (1948). 
43 Carpenter (1948). Carpenter chooses his access date, citing Thucydides (1.13), who states that 
there were improved ship building techniques at Corinth during the same period.  Carpenter 
misinterprets Thucydides, who also states that the Corinthians were the first of the Greeks to have 
triremes (not pentekonters), and that Ameinocles made four of these ships for the Samians (and so 
is typically seen as being the first Greek to build triremes – see Graham (1958) 26-27).  
Furthermore, little extensive archaeological exploration had been conducted at Carpenter’s time of 
writing. 
44 Labaree (1957) 31. 
45 Graham (1958) 29-30. 
46 It would be highly unlikely that a group of colonists would depart their mother city to settle in 
new lands without sufficient provisions to last them past the initial settlement period (however long 
that may have been).  As such, the pentekonter, with its limited storage space, seems less likely to 
have been used. Hence, the ships that were used by the colonists would, in all probability, have 
been able to access the Black Sea by sailing into it. 
47 Graham (1971) 39.  This is of course extremely contentious.  It is not yet clear whether the 
territory surrounding the Black Sea was heavily populated or not; an issue complicated by the 
nomadic character of the indigenous peoples. See Tsetskhladze (1998b) 44. (This is an issue that 
will be discussed in the Black Sea section of Chapter Three). Drews (1976) supported this 
argument a few years later. 
48 Graham (1990) 53-54. 
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pedigree are either wrong or too dubious to be taken seriously, 
however tempting they may seem.49  
There have been few significant developments in this debate since.  Tsetskhladze 
readdressed the arguments in 1994, but did not produce any new conclusions.  
However, arguably more importantly, he did outline the reasons behind the long-
running controversy: most fundamentally, acknowledging the dearth of any 
substantial archaeological evidence on which to base an opinion, coupled with a 
lack of any strict chronology to support an assessment.50   
From this examination of vessels, it seems that pentekonters were an unlikely 
means for transporting Greek women to colonies.  They were designed specifically 
as vessels that were not necessarily dependent on winds but could be manipulated 
by the sheer force of rowers.51  As such, their design departed drastically from the 
old, sailing merchant ships.  Instead of having a broad, deep hull to allow for 
maximum storage space, the pentekonter was long and narrow, with a shallow 
draught to allow for high-speed propulsion.52  Consequently, there was little room 
for storage as the available space was taken up by the multiple rowers required to 
propel the ship.  This, however, does not seem to correspond to many textual 
references to pentekonters.  For example, Herodotus (1.163.1-2) states that the 
Phocaeans were the first Greeks to make long sea voyages and he specifically 
claims that these were made in pentekonters: ἐναυτίλλοντο δὲ οὐ στρογγύλῃσι 
νηυσὶ ἀλλὰ πεντηκοντέροισι ‘they sailed not in round ships but pentekonters’.  
This is difficult to reconcile with the fact that the Phocaeans were sailing to 
locations famous as trading ports, such as Tartessus, and they would presumably 
therefore require space in their vessels to transport both goods to sell and goods 
purchased.53  In another instance, Herodotus (1.164) describes how during the 
Phocaean evacuation of their city: οἱ Φωκαιέες ἐν τούτῳ κατασπάσαντες τὰς 
                                                
49 Boardman (1991) 387. 
50 Tsetskhladze (1994) 111-112. 
51 See Labaree (1957) 31 for a cogent description of the pentekonter.  There is frequent conflation 
of the pentekonter and the trireme in the aforementioned arguments – see Van Wees (2004) 202-
206 for clarification.  At this time, such ships were typically owned by private individuals; there 
was no state-owned war fleet such as that possessed by Athens in the fifth century BC.  This point 
could potentially impact on the debate surrounding whether colonial voyages were public or private 
ventures. 
52 Koromila (1991) 24. 
53 Graham (1990) 45. 
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πεντηκοντέρους, ἐσθέµενοι τέκνα καὶ γυναῖκας καὶ ἔπιπλα πάντα ‘the Phocaeans, 
in the meantime, pulled down the pentekonters, and put in the children, and 
women, and all moveable property’.  For colonial voyages, it must be assumed 
that, at the minimum, some crops were transported for planting in the new 
settlement. 54  In the Black Sea, for example, Pashkevich’s study demonstrates that 
the Greek colonists did not plant crops that were indigenous to the Black Sea, but 
instead brought crops with them from the Greek mainland.  In the case of Cyrene, 
too, Herodotus (4.151-152) reports that the Theraean colonists left Corobius, their 
guide, on an island (Platea) with enough supplies for a number of months, which 
would seem to be far more than a pentekonter could have carried.55 
This is clearly not a straightforward issue, nor one that offers an easy answer.  It 
seems that the textual references refer to a different type of ‘pentekonter’ from our 
understanding of it as a long, shallow vessel with 50 rowers.  Visual 
representations are also of little help given the stylised images characteristic of the 
Geometric style.56  For colonial voyages with even a modicum of planning prior to 
departure, some storage space to transport goods would have been imperative.  If 
women were to be sent out to the colony at a later date, possibly with another 
wave of second-generation colonists, some holding space in their transport vessel 
would have been necessary.  It is inconceivable that women could have rowed the 
ships themselves.  Consequently, we must conclude that the ships used for colonial 
voyages, typically called pentekonters in the literary evidence, had some provision 
for storage space, and were therefore not pentekonters of the type known from 
later sources. 
Reasons for founding colonies 
The reasons behind overseas Greek settlement in the archaic period have been a 
much loved topic for debate.  The approach to this debate, however, usually 
assumes that there could be only one reason why all of the colonies were founded.  
In reality though, it appears that each colony differed from the next.  Some 
                                                
54 Pashkevich (2001).  
55 See Petropoulos (2005) 124. 
56 Morrison & Williams (1968) 39 point out that, due to issues of perspective, it is difficult to 
distinguish between a ship with two levels of rowers, and a ship where both sides of the ship are 
depicted.  See also Kirk (1949); Popham (1987); Pomey (1996). 
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possible reasons for the overseas expansion will be outlined below, and these will 
be further synthesised in the case studies in Chapter Three.   
For a long time, historians championed overpopulation as the primary reason for 
the foundation of Greek colonies.57  This may have stemmed from the influence of 
later Greeks, such as Plato, who wrote that founding colonies was a cure for 
overpopulation (Laws 740e), and compared it to the way a swarm of bees settles a 
new hive (Laws 708b).  Certainly, logically, overpopulation would provide good 
reason to create new settlements.  However, although difficult to document, there 
is little evidence that overpopulation was ever an issue.58  Camp concluded that the 
closing of many of the wells in the Athenian agora in the late eighth century BC, 
coupled with the increase in graves at the time, were signs of the conditions that 
could lead to colonisation – drought and overpopulation.59  Such regional 
arguments are highly problematic however.  Camp’s hypothesis is based on a 
small area of Attica,60 and moreover, Attica (and the Argolid) is well-recognised as 
being one of the only areas not to send out any colonies.61  Furthermore, several 
regions of mainland Greece remained uninhabited well into the archaic period, and 
therefore overseas expansion was not necessarily required to solve overpopulation.  
These factors are incongruent with Camp’s conclusions.  By the same token, those 
areas which were prolific colonisers, such as Euboea, Corinthia, or the Megarid, 
yield no hard evidence that their population was rising.62  Therefore it seems 
unlikely that strict overpopulation by itself was a primary cause for colonisation.63   
As a variant of this concept, Van Compernolle suggests that overpopulation was 
caused by uneven land distribution and that the colonising party was made up of 
people who had no access to resources for survival in their homelands.64  Such 
                                                
57 See for example Gwynn (1918); Littman (1974); Snodgrass (1980); Van Compernolle (1983); 
Waters (1974); Owen (2005). 
58 Scheidel (2003) 121; 131 argues that it is unlikely that historical populations ever reached full 
saturation level. 
59 Camp (1979). 
60 Holloway (1981) 144. Holloway also points out that other factors could have caused this 
phenomenon such as a local instability of ground water in the agora. 
61 Whitley (2001) 125-126. 
62 Tsetskhladze (2006c) xxviii. 
63 Overpopulation has also been proffered as a reason for the foundation of secondary colonies, 
such as Selinus, a secondary colony of Megara Hyblaea.  De Angelis (1994) presents a very 
compelling study showing that Megara Hyblaea was using only a fraction of its available land so it 
is unlikely that Selinus was founded due to overpopulation. 
64 Van Compernolle (1983) 1037-1038. 
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regional problems may have been exacerbated by some sort of natural or climatic 
disaster and this has also been linked to the overpopulation argument.65  Certainly, 
Herodotus (4.151) reports that the Theraeans were suffering from an extensive 
drought, which eventually compelled them to seek advice from Delphi, who in 
turn advised them to found a colony in Libya (and indeed, this is presumably the 
genesis of the overpopulation argument). 
The reasons outlined above each affected the entire mother city population.  
Accordingly, if a colony was the product of overpopulation or some sort of natural 
disaster, it would seem likely that a wider cross section of the community would 
leave to settle in new lands.  Consequently, there was potential for women to 
accompany men on these voyages. 
Other factors driving overseas settlement made the participation of women less 
likely.  One of these, the simple desire to acquire more land, could have been a 
strong motivating factor for landless men to found new colonies.  Thucydides 
(1.15.1) states: ἐπιπλέοντες γὰρ τὰς νήσους κατεστρέφοντο, καὶ µάλιστα ὅσοι µὴ 
διαρκῆ εἶχον χώραν ‘for sailing to the islands, they subdued them, as they did not 
have sufficient land of their own’.  Crielaard adds that part of the attraction of 
colonisation could have been simply that ‘conquering’ territory appealed to the 
aristocratic warrior ethos.66  The desire for new land was also intimately tied up 
with trade and wealth.  Indeed, Blakeway famously questioned whether ‘the flag 
followed trade’.67  Certainly this could explain why many Greek colonies (for 
example, Pithekoussai, Massalia, Heraclea Pontica, to name a few) tended to be 
settled on the fringes of the Greek world, rather than close to contemporary 
settlement; trade vessels were potentially more likely to stop at the terminus of a 
trade route than halfway en route.68  Knowledge of fertile land or the existence of  
                                                
65 Cawkwell (1992) 301. 
66 Crielaard (1992-93) 242.  See also Dougherty (2001) 137; Dougherty (1993b) for the violence 
associated with colonisation. 
67 Blakeway (1932-1933) 202.  Osborne (1998) 268-269 sees this as an inappropriate discussion as 
talk of a ‘flag’ is anachronistic.  While this is certainly true, the argument in its essence still holds 
true: did trade come before settlement? 
68 Cawkwell (1992) 296.  For example, the hugely successful trading port Tartessus was located on 
the south coast of the Iberian peninsula through the ‘Pillars of Herakles’ (see Herodotus 4.152). 
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raw resources may have also been a motivating factor for setting out colonies.69  
Simple desire to gain more agricultural land appears as a trait of the later colonies, 
and so ‘land hunger’, as it were, may well have been fuelled by the knowledge and 
experience gained by the early Greek colonies overseas.70   
Civil strife at home presents another potential reason why Greeks founded 
colonies.   Factional disputes could lead to certain individuals or groups being 
ordered (or choosing) to leave the mother city.  Crielaard connects this factor, in 
particular, with the aristocracy – the socio-political and religious functions were 
largely carried out by the elite, and the impact on these of the changes associated 
with the development of the polis could have motivated many aristocrats to seek 
alternative settlements, in the form of new colonies overseas.71  Such ventures 
could well have fallen into the ‘private’ ventures category, rather than the ‘public’.  
The colony Locri Epizephyrii appears to have been an example of this. 
Although previously, scholars promoted overpopulation as the sole reason behind 
the foundation of archaic Greek colonies, there is little evidence to support such a 
theory.  Instead, colonies seem to have been founded for a variety of different 
reasons.  Accordingly, each colony had the potential to differ from the next. 
Different types of settlements 
During the archaic period, Greek settlements are typically described as falling into 
two categories: the apoikia and the emporion.  This distinction has previously been 
of central focus in the scholarship.72  I will examine each in turn to determine 
whether the settlement type had any bearing on the presence of women.  
The first type of Greek settlement is the apoikia.  The Greek lends itself to a 
definition; literally meaning ‘a home away from home’,73 an apoikia is a settlement 
                                                
69 For example, evidence of Mycenaean contacts with Magna Graecia can be seen in the 
archaeological record, and Antonaccio (2005) 97 argues that contacts between Italy and Greece 
probably remained uninterrupted.  Consequently, knowledge of the attractiveness of Magna 
Graecia (at least) was likely to have been reasonably widespread. 
70 Whitley (2001) 126. 
71 Crielaard (1992-93) 240-241. 
72 See, for example, Whitley (2001); Hansen & Nielsen (2004); Wilson (2006); Wilson (1997); 
Hansen (1997); Demetriou (2011). 
73 LSJ sv. ἀποικία. 
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that is theoretically designed as a mirror image of its mother city.74  The settlement 
was set up in such a way that it could fulfil a popular ideal of the time, autarkeia, 
or self-sufficiency.75  Presumably then, agriculture was an essential part of these 
communities in order to produce food to ensure survival in a self-sufficient way.  
However, as discussed above with the ‘long established certainties’, the ideals 
attached to these new settlements did not always line up in reality.  
Scholars have claimed that an apoikia was itself a polis, which reflected the polis 
from which it originated.76  This, however, is problematic.  In the eighth and early 
seventh centuries BC, when many overseas colonies were established, the ideology 
of the polis was not yet fully developed, and consequently, as Wilson puts it, was 
“certainly incapable of spawning a child of its own”.77  Some arguments, such as 
that canvassed above, that an apoikia was a settlement striving to achieve 
autarkeia, do not hold up: autarkeia as a concept came into play much later, 
during the fourth century BC, as a response to the increasing dependence of the 
polis on foreign trade.78  Following this line of reasoning, some scholars have 
argued that the so-called ‘age of colonisation’ was an essential part of the 
development of the polis, as colonies became more independent from their mother 
cities.79  Thus, it is hard to support the idea that the polis was necessary in order for 
colonisation to succeed.  Malkin aptly states:  
the act of sending away entire groups to colonize abroad was not 
necessarily evidence of a well-organized, coherently formed political 
community (polis) at home.  Sometimes, it was the very act of 
                                                
74 Hodos (2006) 19.  This is course is an ideal, and as we will see in Chapter Three, the reality was 
often quite different. 
75 Wilson (1997) 205. 
76 Wilson (1997) 199; Hodos (2006) 19.  
77 Wilson (1997) 199. See also Van Compernolle (1983) 1037; Malkin (1994b) 1; Ridgway (1992) 
108.  The debate surrounding the formation of the polis is vast and ongoing.  With regard to Greek 
colonies, poleis are typically thought to have had fortification walls; however, at the early period of 
development of the polis concurrent with the foundation of colonies, there were no city walls.  
Karlsson (1989) traces the first defensive walls in Sicily to the period of tyranny. See also Fischer-
Hansen (1996) 319. By contrast, de Polignac (2005) 47 argues that some primitive enclosures 
separated the interior urbanised area from the ‘outside’ in the archaic period, primarily following 
so-called ‘accidents of topography’ (that is, naturally occurring phenomena such as ridges, 
watercourses, or the edge of a plateau). 
78 Wilson (1997) 205. 
79 Murray (1993) 102-3; Hodos (2006) 19-20; Wilson (1997) 205; Ridgway (1992) 107 also 
suggests that Pithekoussai, in particular, encouraged the polis to the shape for which it was later 
known.  Holloway (1981) 147: “urbanism and the emergence of the polis also seem to accompany 
rather than to precede the stimulus of colonization”. 
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separation and colonization which formed, homogenized, and 
consolidated the “mother city” as polis.80 
Another important distinction to note contrasts the Greek apoikia with the Latin 
colonia.  Various scholars have demonstrated that the two terms have become 
virtually synonymous in modern scholarship.81  However, they are in fact very 
different.  The Latin term incorporates a reference to agriculture.82  Roman 
colonisation also had a distinctly imperial character.  Consequently, when the two 
terms are paired, Greek colonisation, too, is given an imperial character which, in 
reality, it never had.83  While colonia was in fact a technical term used by the 
Romans, the Greek ‘equivalent’, apoikia, cannot be seen as an official term 
employed by the Greeks.  Rather, it was a generic description used for a variety of 
settlements.84  The conflation of the two terms has been traced back to the fifteenth 
century AD, when Lorenzo Valla translated Thucydides’ Greek apoikia as the 
Latin colonia.85  Obviously, the English term, ‘colony’ directly stems from 
colonia, and consequently, those same notions of imperialism were transferred.  
Thus, it is easy to see the confusion when English terms are used to describe the 
Greek process.  Hansen and Nielsen argue that ‘emigrant community’ would be a 
better translation for apoikia than colony.86 
A second type of settlement is the emporion.  Traditionally, emporia are thought to 
have had a distinctly economic function, primarily relying on the import and 
export of goods for a reason for existence and continued survival.87  The 
characteristics of an emporion can be found in Herodotus’ (2.178-180) description 
of the Egyptian settlement, Naucratis.  These features included a harbour, a quay, 
                                                
80 Malkin (1994b) 2. 
81 Osborne (1998) 252; De Angelis (1998) 539; Finley (1976) 173. 
82 Colonia, -ae derives from colonus -i, the tiller farmer, and is also linked to the verb, colo, colere, 
meaning to till, cultivate, or inhabit (OLD sv. colonia).  Gosden (2004) 1-2 has drawn attention to 
how in modern times, the ‘terra nullius’ law denied the indigenous population rights to their own 
land because they did not till it.  The concept of this law is bound up with the Latin term, colonia. 
83 Hodos (2006) 19. 
84 Wilson (2006) 28. 
85 De Angelis (1998) 529; Hodos (2006) 19. 
86 Hansen & Nielsen (2004) 150. 
87 Hodos (2006) 19.  This is largely because the Greek emporion has been assimilated with Karl 
Polanyi’s (1963) famous ‘port of trade’ concept, which was intended to be a universal institution.  
However, as Figueira’s (1984) publication argued, the port of trade was a heuristic concept that did 
not translate through to the Greek word, emporion.  See Polanyi (1963); Demetriou (2011) 256. 
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warehouses, administrative buildings, and a food market.88  Because an emporion 
did not necessarily have a permanent population, but instead had traders coming 
and going, it is perhaps less likely that Greek wives would have lived within the 
settlement, or that much intermarriage occurred.  Alternatively, hetairai are noted 
as being present.89  For example, at Naucratis, a settlement which was famed for its 
hetairai according to Herodotus (2.135.5), Rhodopis is mentioned in a number of 
sources as the most well known hetaira.90  In a settlement that was seemingly 
designed around trade, where better for hetairai to pursue their own business. 
Like the apoikia, the emporion has also become assimilated with the concept of 
the polis.  Settlements which have been argued to be emporia are, more often than 
not, also described as poleis (sometimes in addition to an emporion) by ancient 
sources.  Herodotus makes nine references to emporia.91  One of these is the 
Milesian colony, Olbia, in the Black Sea.92  The physical location of this settlement 
on the mouth of the River Bug would have placed it ideally for trade with the 
neighbouring Scythians, and this was arguably its initial purpose.  However, by the 
sixth and early fifth centuries BC, the town was minting its own (unusual, dolphin-
shaped) coinage, and had an elaborate town grid plan laid out, neither of which is a 
trait of a community solely constructed for commerce.93  Looking at the written 
evidence, Herodotus (4.17.1) states that Olbia is the emporion of Borysthenes.94  
However, slightly later, Herodotus (4.18.1) recognises that the inhabitants of Olbia 
called themselves Ὀλβιοπολίτας, which therefore implies that the people of Olbia 
believed their city to be a polis in its own right.  Clearly Herodotus’ use of the 
terms emporion and polis demonstrates that the two are not mutually exclusive.  
Instead, Wilson suggests that when Herodotus describes a polis as being an 
emporion, he is merely stressing the significance of trade to that city.95  
                                                
88 Hodos (2006) 19. 
89 Moller (2001) 152. 
90 Rhodopis is mentioned by Herodotus (2.134-5); Strabo (17.1.33); Athenaeus (13.596c); Sappho 
(fr. 202). 
91 Wilson (1997) 204. 
92 This settlement will be further examined in Chapter Three. 
93 Wilson (1997) 204.  
94 Hind (1997) 109. 
95 Wilson (1997) 204. 
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This would certainly appear to be the case for settlements such as Naucratis, a 
settlement which is largely agreed to be an emporion,96 which lacked both a 
mother city and a permanent Greek settlement, and which instead focused its 
efforts on trade.  Accordingly, it would be easy to assume that Naucratis was 
definitely not an apoikia, and was solely an emporion.  For example, Herodotus 
(2.179) calls Naucratis an emporion.  However, Naucratis is called a polis in the 
first line of a fourth century BC honorary decree (OGIS 120): ἡ πόλις ἡ 
Ναυκρατιτ̣[ῶν].  Thus, despite the fact that this settlement that appears exclusively 
to fit the definition of an emporion, ancient sources (though admittedly much later 
than the period directly being dealt with here) do not follow suit so closely.  
Again, we are left to conclude that the emporion and the polis are not mutually 
exclusive terms and that their meanings overlap. 
It is crucial to note that the word emporion itself does not in fact occur in any 
extant archaic text.97  Herodotus, though one of the earliest sources available to 
modern historians, was writing in the fifth century BC.  The oldest extant 
inscriptions in which the word ‘emporion’ occurs also date from the mid-fifth 
century BC.  For example, two boundary stones found in the Piraeus at Athens are 
both inscribed ἐµπορί[ο] καὶ hοδο̑  hόρος. (IG I³ 1101 A and B).  The word 
emporion is also found in a fragmentary decree presumably regulating the 
foundation of a colony: τοις εµπορι[οις] (IG I³ 47 A.7).98  Apart from this evidence 
from the fifth century BC, we have no extant material to indicate that the Greeks 
had developed the concept of an emporion prior to this.   
The one exception to this is the name of the archaic colony called ‘Emporion’ 
(Spanish: Ampurias) in Spain.99  Founded in c. 550 BC, the name of the settlement, 
Emporion, seems to be the earliest reference to the term (here used as a proper 
noun), roughly a century before it appears in Herodotus.  Thus, we are left with a 
‘chicken and egg’ conundrum; did the term come from the colony, or was the 
                                                
96 As opposed to settlements such as Pithekoussai where there is continued debate as to its 
emporion status. See especially Ridgway (1973) 107-120; also Wilson (2006) 34; Graham (1982) 
103; D’Agostino (1996) 535-536; Mertens & Greco (1996) 243. 
97 Hansen (1997) 84. This article was reprinted in Tsetskhladze (2006a), with the primary 
difference being that in the latter publication, Hansen explicated his belief that emporia did exist in 
the archaic period, making his argument much clearer. 
98 These epigraphical examples were suggested by Hansen (1997) 84.  
99 Hansen (1997) 94. 
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colony named after the term?  Demetriou’s analysis of the cadastral studies of 
Emporion helps answer some of these questions.100  Originally, as has been 
discussed above, scholars assumed that emporia would have had much smaller 
areas of territory than apoikia, relying on trade rather than agriculture for survival.  
Certainly at Emporion, it appeared that the settlement itself was small (roughly 
four hectares) and had a quite limited territory.101  However, the cadastral studies 
present a different story.  Roads ran outwards from the settlement to the country.  
Furthermore, much of the surrounding country was divided up into kleroi (parcels 
of land), which according to Demetriou were marked out following the same 
measurements used in the mid-sixth century BC in mainland Greece.102  Given the 
corresponding measurements, the kleroi at Emporion may have existed since the 
founding of the settlement.103  It is not so clear however, whether the indigenous 
population were included in the distribution, nor how long the kleroi were 
maintained.104  
Hodos claims that the Greeks were not consistent in their use of the terms apoikia 
and emporion. 105  This appears to have been because the Greeks did not make 
significant distinctions between the various population movements.106  This in turn 
suggests that the Greeks did not give the same importance to exact definitions and 
applications of the two terms.  If that is so, the confusion in the ancient language is 
in fact more recent, and is heavily tied in to the confusion in the modern 
definitions as well.  Tsetskhladze sensibly remarks: “terminology can never reflect 
the full reality – it can illuminate or distort in equal measure”.107  For this reason, 
the distinction between an apoikia and an emporion does little to illuminate the 
position of women. 
                                                
100 Demetriou (2011) 263-264. 
101 Demetriou (2011) 264. 
102 Demetriou (2011) 264. 
103 We could perhaps assume from this that each of the colonists started on an even par at the 
beginning of the settlement.  Because we know so little about how Greek colonists were selected 
for colonial voyages, we know little about the status of colonists.  Further exploration in this area, 
using such cadastral studies, could be a good place to make headway in this debate.   
104 For example, contrast to the Spartan land tenure system, where we are equally uncertain about 
how long the kleros system remained unchanged following the land reforms of Lycurgus.  We 
know that they must have changed at some stage, as some Spartans were in possession of more 
than one kleros, even if they maintained their original proportions.  As with the Spartan system, 
such a land tenure system does not necessarily provide that everyone will receive land of similar 
quality, even if the quantities were roughly equal. 
105 Hodos (2006) 19. 
106 Wilson (2006) 29. 
107 Tsetskhladze (2006c) xxviii. 
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Conclusion 
The foregoing demonstrates that colonisation remains a difficult concept to define.  
This is partly because it is not entirely clear what the Greek colonisation process 
involved, but also largely because the term has become entwined with other 
meanings over a long period of use.  It has become a multifaceted term which can 
be attached to a number of different processes.  Greek colonisation has become 
conflated with our modern concepts of colonisation, especially that undertaken by 
the British.  This has given Greek colonisation an imperialist flavour, and coloured 
views about the way women and any indigenous population are considered.  As a 
result, the study of Greek colonisation has undergone many changes in emphasis 
and interpretation throughout the twentieth century. 
Though we are not entirely clear what the Greek colonisation process involved, we 
can be certain that food, water, and shelter would have been necessary to ensure 
survival.  Similarly, an ability to reproduce would have been crucial to the 
continuation of any colony.  There is significant uncertainty about the type of 
transport used to reach the new settlements.  The textual evidence, in addition to 
the various studies completed on the Black Sea, and arguments from logic, 
strongly suggest that pentekonters were used to transport colonists.  However, this 
does not correspond with our understanding of the pentekonter as a long, shallow 
vessel with no storage space.  Until this issue is resolved, we can only speculate 
about whether (or perhaps, how) ships may have transported women and basic 
possessions to the colonies. 
There also appear to be many diverse reasons for founding colonies.  No one 
reason can be adduced from the evidence as dominant, and in all likelihood, each 
colony had a different founding impetus from the next one.  Thus, some 
explanations are consistent with the presence of women in colonial voyages, 
whereas others indicate that women would more likely be found from within 
indigenous populations.  Similarly, the different types of settlement – apoikia 
versus the emporion – could determine whether women were involved and how 
their involvement played out.  In reality, however, it appears that the distinction 
commonly drawn between these different settlement types is one that did not 
necessarily exist in the ancient world.  Accordingly, the different settlement types 
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may not have been a strong determinant of the presence of women, and in that 
case, an assessment of settlement types does little to further the issue of whether 





INTERMARRIAGE: A NORMAL PRACTICE? 
This chapter introduces the concept of intermarriage and assesses whether the 
Greeks considered intermarriage a normal practice, both in the context of 
colonisation and outside.  The evidence typically put forward to argue both for and 
against intermarriage in the archaic Greek colonies will then be considered. 
‘Intermarriage’ as a concept 
For the purposes of this thesis, I am choosing to view foundation scenarios in 
relatively black and white terms to simplify an already very complex issue.  
Specifically, I will consider whether male Greek colonists brought their own wives 
with them (or by extension other Greek females), or whether male Greek colonists 
intermarried with indigenous females.108  Crucially, I am assuming that the 
majority of Greek colonists would have always been male, and therefore, that 
intermarriage only took place between Greek males and indigenous females, rather 
than the other way around.  My focus is largely on first generation colonists.  
‘Intermarriage’ encompasses both consensual and non-consensual relationships, or 
rather, marriages produced and recognised in peaceful circumstances as well as 
those that were a product of force.  It is also important to acknowledge that the 
nature of such marriages could be considerably more casual than our modern 
definition of marriage. 
A study of the relationships between the Greek colonists and the various 
indigenous peoples is essential to this discussion.  This is not always 
straightforward.  Graham aptly states: 
of the many deficiencies in our evidence for Greek colonization in the 
archaic period, one of the worst is the lack of good information about 
the native peoples among whom the Greeks established their new 
settlements.109   
                                                
108 Of course, a mixture of these options could have occurred – some Greek wives accompanied 
their husbands, while other men intermarried.  They are not mutually exclusive, though they do 
tend to be presented in the scholarship as such. 
109 Graham (1988) 304. 
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Nevertheless, it is useful to consider whether relations between the Greeks and the 
indigenous populations were hostile or friendly, particularly on the arrival of the 
colonists, to indicate whether intermarriage could have been an option.  Of course, 
as Shepherd points out: “good and bad relations with the indigenous population do 
not necessarily facilitate or preclude intermarriage”.110   
It is also important to consider whether the Greeks themselves perceived 
intermarriage as being a normal practice.  As was briefly discussed in Chapter 
One, many scholars argue that the Greeks did not attach any great stigma to the 
barbaroi, or see them through a racist lens.111  Consequently, it is unlikely that 
Greek men would have felt any reluctance towards taking a non-Greek wife.112  
Further, Greek traditions long recognised that wars were often started over 
women, and that women were frequently part of the plunder.113  As Rihll argues: 
“the Greeks considered taking, by force if necessary, to be a normal and legitmate 
method of acquisition”.114  Taking women by force was simply an extension of this 
behaviour.  This attitude is made clear in Homer’s Odyssey (9.39-42).  
Ἰλιόθεν µε φέρων ἄνεµος Κικόνεσσι πέλασσεν, 
Ἰσµάρῳ. ἔνθα δ᾽ ἐγὼ πόλιν ἔπραθον, ὤλεσα δ᾽ αὐτούς: 
ἐκ πόλιος δ᾽ ἀλόχους καὶ κτήµατα πολλὰ λαβόντες 
δασσάµεθ᾽, ὡς µή τίς µοι ἀτεµβόµενος κίοι ἴσης. 
From Troy the wind carried me and brought me to Ismarus of the 
Cicones.  There I sacked the city and I destroyed the men. Having 
taken the wives and many possessions from the city, we divided them 
so that no one was cheated of an equal share. 
Other ancient peoples shared this attitude.  For example Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus (Antiquitates Romanae 2.30.5) states that when Romulus and his 
companions seized and married the Sabine virgins (usually referred to as the ‘Rape 
                                                
110 Shepherd (1999) 292. 
111 See above footnote 16. 
112 Rouge (1970) 307. See Just’s (1989) 40-75 chapter on ‘Marriage and the State’ for the 
distinctions between different types of women.  We must be mindful however, that many of the 
terminological distinctions only became prevalent in the classical period. 
113 Herodotus provides evidence for this view, explaining much of his Histories as avenging or 
retaliating against insults towards women (1.1-5, 1.7-12, 1.61, 3.3, 3.50, and 5.92 to name but a 
few examples).  The most widely known of all Greek wars, the Trojan War, was initially caused by 
the capture of Helen by Paris.  This action, according to Herodotus (1.1-3), was inspired by a series 
of previous abductions of Io, Europa, and Medea. 
114 Rihll (1993) 79. 
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of the Sabine Women’), these actions were justified on the basis that this was a 
traditional method used by the Greeks for acquiring wives.115   
τῇ δ᾽ ἑξῆς ἡµέρᾳ προαχθεισῶν τῶν παρθένων, παραµυθησάµενος 
αὐτῶν τὴν ἀθυµίαν ὁ Ῥωµύλος, ὡς οὐκ ἐφ᾽ ὕβρει τῆς ἁρπαγῆς ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ 
γάµῳ γενοµένης, Ἑλληνικόν τε καὶ ἀρχαῖον ἀποφαίνων τὸ ἔθος καὶ 
τρόπων συµπάντων καθ᾽ οὓς συνάπτονται γάµοι ταῖς γυναιξὶν 
ἐπιφανέστατον. 
The next day, having brought forward the maidens, Romulus 
comforted them in their despair, as they had not been seized out of 
wanton violence but of becoming wedded.  He pointed out that this 
was an ancient Greek custom and that of all methods of contracting 
marriage for women, it was the most distinguished. 
Greaves has suggested that: “it may be not a marriage ceremony that was the 
Greek tradition which Romulus adopted but rather the violent abduction of wives 
as part of an act of colonization”.116  Livy’s (Ab Urbe 1.9.14-15) account records 
how Romulus approached his neighbours to ask for rights of intermarriage so that 
he could ensure Rome’s future beyond the current generation.117  When they 
refused, he arranged to trick the Sabine women to come into the city to watch the 
Consualia games where they were seized by the men.118  
sed ipse Romulus circumibat docebatque patrum id superbia factum, 
qui conubium finitimis negassent; illas tamen in matrimonio, in 
societate fortunarum omnium civitatisque, et quo nihil carius humano 
generi sit, liberum fore.  
But Romulus himself went around them [the women] and explained 
that the pride of their parents had caused this deed, when they had 
refused their neighbours intermarriage, but that, they would be in a 
state of marriage, in a partnership of all fortunes and citizenship, and, 
what is dearer than anything to the human race, this would be a free 
union.119  
Violence associated with the act of marriage was not uncommon.  For example, 
Plutarch (Lycurgus 15.3), reports how the Spartan marriage ceremony involved the 
                                                
115 Greaves (1998) 572.  See cover image for a graphic representation of this event by Jacques-
Louis David, painted in 1799.  I am not suggesting that this event was necessarily historical, 
however, the perceived attitude conveyed through the myth about the Greeks’ behaviour is 
interesting to note. 
116 Greaves (1998) 573. 
117 Van Compernolle (1983) 1042 suggests that Livy draws upon a Greek colonial tradition. 
118 rapio, rapere meaning ‘to seize’ rather than ‘to rape’ which is the terminology normally given 
to the story (OLD sv. rapio). 
119 This suggests that it was not a mixed marriage, per se, but a legally valid partnership resulting in 
citizen children. 
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formal capture of the wife by the bridegroom.120  The myth about the abduction of 
Persephone by Hades is commonly referred today as ‘the Rape of Persephone’, 
and can be seen to establish the archetype of marriage as being synonymous with 
violence and sexuality.121  Pindar (Pythian 9.1-60) describes the rape of the nymph 
Cyrene by Apollo.  This tradition is often described as symbolising the Greek 
colonisation of the city by the same name.122  From this variety of sources, we can 
be fairly certain that the Greeks were not averse to intermarriage. 
Intermarriage versus taking Greek wives 
Early modern scholarship, however, was frequently reluctant to acknowledge that 
Greeks abroad might have interacted, let alone intermarried, with the local 
populations, beyond engaging in warfare.123  The few that did proffer it as an 
option seemed to feel the need to apologise for the Greeks’ behaviour.  For 
example, Gwynn in 1918 excused intermarriage by citing extenuating 
circumstances due to remoteness, and stated that it was tolerable because there was 
an absence of skin-colour differences.124  Dunbabin in 1948 made allowances for 
intermarriage occurring in those colonies which had a mixture of Greeks from 
various parts of the mainland in them: “this might dispose them to hold less 
strongly to the traditions of their mother country…and might also dispose them 
more readily to intermarry with the natives”.125  With the rise of feminist and 
multi-cultural debates and theories in the later twentieth century, scholars began to 
acknowledge women and the possibility of intermarriage more readily (and 
                                                
120 Greaves (1998) 572-573 argued that there were strong similarities between Romulus’ 
justification in the Rape of Sabines and the Spartan marriage ceremony.  Although Plutarch wrote 
after Dionysius, it is possible that both authors had access to a common source which could 
account for the similarities. 
121 Dougherty (1993a) 63.  Dougherty also points out the similarities in the depiction of marriage 
and death in the iconographic tradition of Greek vase painting.  Indeed, as a process, marriage can 
be seen to follow Van Gennep’s (1960) ‘Rite of Passage’ tripartite structure, that can also be 
applied to other passages in life such as birth or death (see Morris (1992) 9-10).  Marriage 
generally can be interpreted as a method of integration of two people – the ἀνακαλυπτήρια where 
the groom lifts the bride’s veil and sees her face for the ‘first’ time marks how marriage as a ritual 
brings together two strangers (see Sissa (1990) 94-99; Oakley & Sinos (1993) 25).  
122 Dougherty (2001) 132. 
123 In his preface to The Western Greeks, Dunbabin (1948) vi wrote “I am inclined to stress the 
purity of Greek culture in the colonial cities” thus demonstrating his reluctance to recognise any 
indigenous influence in the colonies. 
124 Gwynn (1918) 109: “For in every sphere of their colonising activity, the Greeks met races 
which, though socially and intellectually their inferiors, were still, in feature and colour, of the 
same general type.” 
125 Dunbabin (1948) 186. 
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reasonably), although frequently their assertions were not supported by any 
evidence.126  Those who do use evidence typically call on one of two passages 
from Herodotus, depending on whether they are arguing for or against 
intermarriage.  However, as we will see, neither passage is capable of swaying the 
argument decisively one way or the other.  
The first passage of Herodotus (1.146) is interpreted as evidence in favour of 
intermarriage:127 
τούτων δὴ εἵνεκα καὶ οἱ Ἴωνες δυώδεκα πόλιας ἐποιήσαντο: ἐπεὶ ὥς γέ 
τι µᾶλλον οὗτοι Ἴωνες εἰσὶ τῶν ἄλλων Ἰώνων ἢ κάλλιόν τι γεγόνασι, 
µωρίη πολλὴ λέγειν: τῶν Ἄβαντες µὲν ἐξ Εὐβοίες εἰσὶ οὐκ ἐλαχίστη 
µοῖρα, τοῖσι Ἰωνίης µέτα οὐδὲ τοῦ οὐνόµατος οὐδέν, Μινύαι δὲ 
Ὀρχοµένιοί σφι ἀναµεµίχαται καὶ Καδµεῖοι καὶ Δρύοπες καὶ Φωκέες 
ἀποδάσµιοι καὶ Μολοσσοὶ καὶ Ἀρκάδες Πελασγοὶ καὶ Δωριέες 
Ἐπιδαύριοι, ἄλλα τε ἔθνεα πολλὰ ἀναµεµίχαται: οἱ δὲ αὐτῶν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
πρυτανηίου τοῦ Ἀθηναίων ὁρµηθέντες καὶ νοµίζοντες γενναιότατοι 
εἶναι Ἰώνων, οὗτοι δὲ οὐ γυναῖκας ἠγάγοντο ἐς τὴν ἀποικίην128 ἀλλὰ 
Καείρας ἔσχον, τῶν ἐφόνευσαν τοὺς γονέας. διὰ τοῦτὸν δὲ τὸν 
φόνον αἱ γυναῖκες αὗται νόµον θέµεναι σφίσι αὐτῇσι ὅρκους 
ἐπήλασαν καὶ παρέδοσαν τῇσι θυγατράσι, µή κοτε ὁµοσιτῆσαι τοῖσι 
ἀνδράσι µηδὲ οὐνόµατι βῶσαι τὸν ἑωυτῆς ἄνδρα, τοῦδε εἵνεκα ὅτι 
ἐφόνευσαν σφέων τοὺς πατέρας καὶ ἄνδρας καὶ παῖδας καὶ ἔπειτα 
ταῦτα ποιήσαντες αὐτῇσι συνοίκεον. 
For the following reason, the Ionians built twelve cities.  It is foolish to 
say that they did so because they are more Ionian than other Ionians, or 
in some way better born.  The Abantians from Euboia are not the least 
part of the Ionians, and don’t even have the name of Ionians.  The 
Minyae of Orchomenus have mixed with them, and the Cadmeians, 
and the Dryopes, and the breakaway Phocaeans, and the Molossians, 
and the Pelasgian Arcadians, and the Dorians from Epidauros, and 
many other nations are mixed together.  As for those from the 
prytaneum of Athens, who think themselves to be the purest of 
Ionians, they took no women to the colony [of Miletus], but took 
Carian women and killed their parents.  Because of this slaughter, 
the women made a law, swearing an oath, and handed it down to their 
daughters, never to take meals with their husbands, nor call their 
husbands by name, on account of the fact that they had killed their 
                                                
126 See for example, Finley (1968) 18: “it is hardly likely that an adequate number [of women] (if 
any) were brought from Greece”; Dougherty (1993a) 67: “there is little doubt that intermarriage 
took place, despite the reticence of the Greeks to mention it”; Freeman (1999) 70: “intermarriage 
with natives would have been inevitable if the settlement was to endure”. 
127 See for example, Pomeroy (1995) 34; Hodos (1999) 66. 
128 Herodotus’ use of apoikia demonstrates the inconsistency and the fluidity of the concept 
discussed in the previous chapter.  
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fathers and husbands and sons, and after they had done these things, 
they lived with them.129 
This passage clearly describes the foundation of Miletus by Ionian settlers.  The 
foundation of Miletus took place prior to the colonisation of the archaic period and 
therefore this evidence describes a practice from an earlier occasion.  Furthermore, 
the passage can be interpreted as an aetiological story characteristic of Herodotean 
writing.  The aetiological nature of the story is clearly demonstrated by the oddity 
of the tale requiring further explanation and justification.  The assertion that the 
law was imposed and enforced by the women themselves and passed on to their 
own daughters gave Herodotus the necessary connection between the unusual 
customs which were practised in his own day and events which purported to have 
happened long before.  In this way, Herodotus was able to link the two tales and 
use the aition to provide explanation. 
While on the one hand, the very nature of an aetiological tale means that it cannot 
be taken as factual historical evidence and was certainly at least in part created to 
explain contemporary customs, on the other hand, it could be argued that the story 
presents elements of fact or general testimony about Ionian practices.  This 
passage, Coldstream argues, was intended to demonstrate the extent to which the 
Ionians of Asia Minor were a considerably mixed population.130  With reference to 
women specifically, Graham recommends that we look for any indication in the 
words that Herodotus uses as to whether he perceived the actions of the Ionian 
settlers to be normal or unusual.  The words: οὗτοι δὲ οὐ γυναῖκας ἠγάγοντο ἐς τὴν 
ἀποικίην ‘they took no women to the colony, but took Carian women and killed 
their parents’, seem to “imply clearly enough that in Herodotus’ opinion it was 
normal for colonists to take women with them”. 131  That is, Herodotus felt the need 
to mention that they did not take women in this case because that was contrary to 
customary practice.  By itself, however, this one passage is not sufficient evidence 
to conclude that Greek colonists intermarried with the indigenous population. 
                                                
129 Pausanias (7.2.6) also reports this in his account of the foundation of Miletus; however it is 
likely that his work is based on Herodotus’, as it includes the same information. 
130 Coldstream (1993) 98. 
131 Graham (1981-82) 294. 
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The scholarship frequently uses another passage, also from Herodotus (1.164), as 
evidence against intermarriage, and in favour of the theory that Greek colonists 
took Greek wives with them:132 
ὁ δὲ Ἅρπαγος ὡς ἐπήλασε τὴν στρατιήν, ἐπολιόρκεε αὐτούς, 
προισχόµενος ἔπεα ὥς οἱ καταχρᾷ εἰ βούλονται Φωκαιέες προµαχεῶνα 
ἕνα µοῦνον τοῦ τείχεος ἐρεῖψαι καὶ οἴκηµα ἓν κατιρῶσαι. οἱ δὲ 
Φωκαιέες περιηµεκτέοντες τῇ δουλοσύνῃ ἔφασαν θέλειν 
βουλεύσασθαι ἡµέρην µίαν καὶ ἔπειτα ὑποκρινέεσθαι: ἐν ᾧ δὲ 
βουλεύονται αὐτοί, ἀπαγαγεῖν ἐκεῖνον ἐκέλευον τὴν στρατιὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
τείχεος. ὁ δ᾽ Ἅρπαγος ἔφη εἰδέναι µὲν εὖ τὰ ἐκεῖνοι µέλλοιεν ποιέειν, 
ὅµως δὲ σφι παριέναι βουλεύσασθαι. ἐν ᾧ ὦν ὁ Ἅρπαγος ἀπὸ τοῦ 
τείχεος ἀπήγαγε τὴν στρατιήν, οἱ Φωκαιέες ἐν τούτῳ 
κατασπάσαντες τὰς πεντηκοντέρους, ἐσθέµενοι τέκνα καὶ γυναῖκας 
καὶ ἔπιπλα πάντα, πρὸς δὲ καὶ τὰ ἀγάλµατα τὰ ἐν τῶν ἱρῶν καὶ τὰ 
ἄλλα ἀναθήµατα, χωρὶς ὅ τι χαλκὸς ἢ λίθος ἢ γραφὴ ἦν, τὰ δὲ ἄλλα 
πάντα ἐσθέντες καὶ αὐτοὶ εἰσβάντες ἔπλεον ἐπὶ Χίου. τὴν δὲ Φωκαίην 
ἐρηµωθεῖσαν ἀνδρῶν ἔσχον οἱ Πέρσαι.  
Harpagus, having driven his army against them [the Phocaeans] and 
besieged them, offered a proposal; that it would satisfy him if the 
Phocaeans were willing to demolish one battlement of the wall, and to 
consecrate one house.  But the Phocaeans, aggrieved at the thought of 
slavery, said they wanted to deliberate for one day, and then they 
would give an answer.  While they were deliberating, they asked him 
to withdraw his army from the wall.  Harpagus knew what they were 
about to do, nevertheless, he allowed them to deliberate.  While 
Harpagus led his army from the wall, the Phocaeans, in the 
meantime, pulled down the pentekonters, and put in the children, 
and women, and all moveable property, as well as the statues from 
the temples, and the other dedications, except for what was made 
of bronze, or stone, or painted, and once they had loaded everything 
else, they themselves embarked and sailed for Chios.  The Persians 
took Phocaea, stripped bare of men. 
This passage is the only one we have where women are specifically described as 
being present on the boat leaving to a new homeland.  However, this passage in 
fact describes the total evacuation of the city of Phocaea in c. 540 BC following 
the Persian invasion.133  The Phocaeans chose emigration over submission, wishing 
to avoid becoming Persian slaves or subjects.  Therefore, the primary intention 
underlying the move to a new land (Elea in Italy) was to avoid enslavement and 
this drove the need for a complete evacuation and migration of the entire 
                                                
132 Graham (1981-82) 300.  See also Hall (2004) 40 and Shepherd (1999) 270 who discuss this 
passage but discount it for the same reasons I do. 
133 Hall (2004) 80; Rouge (1970) 312. 
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population.  This diverges strongly from the usual practice of Greek colonisation, 
where instead of the entire population departing, the colonists were limited (in 
some way or another) to a smaller section or group of the population.  Therefore, 
this evidence is not wholly applicable to colonisation, and should not be used as 
the sole basis of an argument against intermarriage or in favour of wives and 
husbands travelling together to found colonies.  
Conclusion 
In the second half of the twentieth century and continuing into the twenty-first, the 
weight of the scholarly opinion supported the view that only men founded colonies 
and therefore intermarried with indigenous women on arrival.  Often, however, 
scholars asserted bald statements supported by little evidence.  Alternatively, two 
passages from Herodotus are frequently called upon to argue for (1.146) or against 
(1.164) intermarriage.  An examination of these two sources illustrates that neither 
source is capable of conclusively resolving the argument one way or another 
(despite many attempts to do so). 
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CHAPTER THREE 
A SURVEY OF SELECTED GREEK COLONIES: GREEK WIVES OR 
INDIGENOUS WOMEN? 
Introduction 
This chapter examines ten different Greek colonies of the archaic period, grouped 
by region.  The primary focus is on the foundation of these colonies with attention 
given to the first (or earliest) generation of colonists so that we might better 
establish whether Greek women were present from the outset, or whether 
intermarriage seems more likely.  Where possible, both literary and archaeological 
evidence is considered hand in hand. 
In addition to providing general background, a brief analysis of the various types 
of settlements as well as the reasons colonies were founded could help contribute 
to assessing whether women were taken on the initial voyage to found the colony.  
Thus, if a settlement was focused on trade above all else, how necessary would 
women have been (or at all, even once the settlement had become established)?  If 
colonists set out with the specific intention of gaining land or resources, surely 
their settlement process would have been more territorially aggressive, and thus 




Pithekoussai, an island in the Bay of Naples, has been described as the oldest 
Greek colony in the Western Mediterranean.134   According to Strabo (5.4.9), it was 
founded in the eighth century BC by colonists from the two main cities on the 
island of Euboea: Eretria and Chalcis.135  The site has not revealed any Iron Age 
material which suggests that the island (or at least the area of settlement) was 
                                                
134 Buchner’s (1966) article sets out to prove that Pithekoussai is the oldest Greek colony in the 
western Mediterranean. See also Hodos (1999) 61. 
135 Buchner (1966) 4. 
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uninhabited prior to the arrival of the Greeks.136  The reasons behind Pithekoussai’s 
foundation are not obvious.  Further, there has been continued debate over whether 
Pithekoussai was an emporion, simply a trading station, rather than an apoikia.137  
Pithekoussai could have been an island settlement that laid the groundwork for the 
establishment of Cumae on the mainland a generation later, as was a common 
practice for colonies in their initial years.138 
Although the sites of the ancient town, cemetery, and acropolis were identified by 
a local scholar in the nineteenth century, controlled archaeological excavations did 
not begin until 1952.139  Intensive research was conducted by Giorgio Buchner for 
a number of years.  Excavations began in the cemetery, and from very early on, it 
was apparent that the soil conditions at Pithekoussai have negatively affected the 
majority of the inhumed skeletons.  Heat from thermal activity has reduced most 
bones to powder,140 so that scholars have been largely unable to carry out any 
osteological analysis, particularly cranial morphology which is a typical method of 
assessing gender.141   
This has not deterred excavation of burial receptacles and grave goods.  The main 
period of excavation ran from 1952-1961, and in that time, an area of 
approximately a thousand square metres was examined.142  However, this makes up 
less than 10% of the whole cemetery at San Montano, Pithekoussai.  A total of 
1,300 graves has been excavated, but information on only a portion of these, 723, 
has been fully published.143  Furthermore, of the latter, only 493 are Geometric – 
roughly a mere 2.5% of the total cemetery.144  To complicate matters further, to 
answer the question about the origins of women in Greek colonies, only very early 
graves should be examined (those potentially belonging to the first generation of 
                                                
136 Graham (1982) 99. 
137 See especially Ridgway (1973) 107-120; also Wilson (2006) 34; Cook (1962) 113-114; Graham 
(1982) 103; D’Agostino (1996) 535-536; Mertens & Greco (1996) 243. 
138 Livy (8.22.5-6) claims that the colonists first settled at Pithekoussai, then moved to the mainland 
to establish Cumae, whereas Strabo (5.4.4) argues that a separate group of colonists left to found 
Cumae directly from Euboea.  See Hodos (1999) 62; Graham (1982) 101. 
139 Becker (1995) 273-274; Buchner (1966) 5; Klein (1972) 34. 
140 Becker (1995) 273; Coldstream (1994) 51. 
141 Shepherd (1999) 276; Becker (1995) 276. 
142 Buchner (1966) 5. 
143 These are published in Italian by Buchner & Ridgway (1993).  See also Boardman (1994) 95. 
144 Ridgway (1992) 101. 
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colonists).145  How reliable might it be, however, to base a hypothesis on such a 
small proportion of the entire cemetery?146   
Much of the focus of these excavations has been on the fibulae found in many of 
the graves.  Women in mainland Greece are typically described as wearing the 
Doric peplos which was fastened with two straight pins holding the dress on each 
shoulder.  These pins were usually made of bronze or gold (see Figure 2).  The 
head of the straight pin was often extensively decorated.  By contrast, the Italic147 
fibulae found in the excavations at Pithekoussai, were made up of a pin, a hinge or 
spring, and a bow (see Figure 3).  These fibulae resemble the modern safety pin.  
Like the straight pin, they were typically made out of bronze, iron, gold, or a 
combination of these.  The bow provided an increased scope for decoration, and as 
such, was often inlaid with semi-precious stones, bone, or glass.  These Italic 
fibulae can be divided up into several types: the leech, nevicella, and bone-and-
amber types are associated with females, while the serpentine type is associated 
with males.  Examples of each of these types have been found at Pithekoussai. 
The discovery of these Italic fibulae types at Pithekoussai was significant for two 
main reasons.  First, no fibulae of the same form as those found at Pithekoussai 
have been found on the Greek mainland.148  Second, at Pithekoussai, so far only a 
total of 12 straight pins have been discovered.  This suggests that the women who 
lived at Pithekoussai did not wear the Doric peplos that was common among the 
Greeks, and in turn, it has therefore been argued that those women were not 
Greek.149   
Buchner’s well known, widely accepted hypothesis reads:  
                                                
145 Ridgway (1992) 101-103 estimates that the total population of Pithekoussai in the late eighth 
century BC could have been between 5,000-10,000.  If this was indeed the case, it suggests that 
there were both a relatively large number of colonists in the initial colonising party, as well as 
multiple groups joining the settlement.  Osborne (1998) 258 argues towards a more mobile 
population model such as that of Naucratis, with a focus on profit and trade. 
146 This was one of the primary concerns of Coldstream (1993) 92. 
147 These Italic fibulae have been found in Italy contemporary to those of Pithekoussai. See Toms 
(2000).  Other fibulae types existed in Greece, but these were primarily used in votive contexts. 
148 Hodos (1999) 64. 
149 Hodos (1999) 69. 
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It cannot possibly have been the men who set the fashion for 
indigenous personal ornaments…it must have been the women.  It 
follows that most, if not all, of the colonists’ women were not Greeks 
but natives – who were not prepared to abandon the haberdashery to 
which they were accustomed.150 
This is too firm a conclusion for the evidence that we have.  There is no source of 
metal anywhere on the island of Pithekoussai.  Strabo (5.4.9) claimed that gold 
mines were present and that these were one of the initial motivating factors for the 
Euboean colonists to settle there.  We now know that this is geologically 
impossible, and no other metal is found there either.151  However, Buchner’s 
excavations of the area of habitation in the Mazzola area uncovered a number of 
significant buildings, connected in some way with metal working (see Figure 4).  
The building known as Structure III has been described as a blacksmith’s 
workshop.  Half was covered by a roof, with the other half acting as an open 
courtyard.  The middle of this ‘courtyard’ appeared to be heavily burnt, which led 
Buchner to conclude that it was the site of a forge.152  Structure IV also has a forge, 
as well as a number of bits of iron and other metals which had accumulated in and 
outside the building.153  One of the most important finds in Structure IV was a 
miscast fibula (see Figure 5).  This evidence suggests that these Italic fibulae were 
manufactured on Pithekoussai itself.154   
The simple fact that there was no source of metal on the island, however, suggests 
that metal must have been sourced elsewhere and subsequently processed or 
manufactured into fibulae locally.  This would have involved trade, which points 
to some sort of relationship between the Greek colonists at Pithekoussai and one or 
more indigenous populations in Italy, to enable the continued production of fibulae 
                                                
150 Buchner (1979) 135. This quotation comes from a later publication of Buchner’s, slightly 
adapted from the original and translated into English (hence is the version I use here).  His original 
hypothesis can be found in Buchner, G. (1975) ‘Nuovi aspetti e problemi posti dagli di Pitecusa’, 
59-86. 
151 Cook (1962) 114. 
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153 Buchner (1970-71) 66.  
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locally.155   We cannot directly conclude from this, however, that intermarriage 
occurred at Pithekoussai. 
I further question whether a mere sex-association is enough to draw the conclusion 
Buchner does; that is, because the fibulae were supposedly used by women, it was 
women who dictated the types used.  A recent study by Shepherd of the fibulae has 
emphasised that they more commonly occur in the graves of children rather than 
adult women.156  She has also demonstrated that fibulae were often found in 
quantity, and as such could be considered as grave offerings rather than every day 
functional objects used with indigenous dress.  On the basis of Shepherd’s study, it 
is not possible to reach the same definite conclusion as Buchner.  Clearly fibulae 
served not only a practical purpose, but could also be used as grave offerings.157  
Furthermore, the accumulation of fibulae in some graves suggests that they could 
be interpreted more as indicators of class, status, or age than as markers of 
ethnicity or identity.158  Coldstream also suggests that a case could be made for 
Greek women “making do with what was locally available”.159  This is certainly 
plausible, and again calls into question the problematic connection between object 
and ethnicity.  
In the 1990s, Becker carried out various studies evaluating the sex of the deceased 
in the necropolis of Pithekoussai.160   He undertook a new approach which 
involved looking at the pieces of bone surviving the cremation process, coupled 
with objects associated with the burial, primarily grave goods and the type of 
                                                
155 Hodos (1999) 73. 
156 Shepherd (2005) 117. This study and Shepherd (1999) admittedly take into consideration fibulae 
throughout the Greek colonies, rather than those just at Pithekoussai.  This is an important 
consideration, however, which will be discussed again. 
157 I acknowledge that fibulae were used in a votive way, even on mainland Greece, but in this 
thesis, I am solely considering fibulae in the context of the grave.  Accordingly, I am assuming 
their practical use through their positioning relative to the deceased, so where pins were found on 
the shoulders, it is possible to conclude that the body was buried wearing the straight pins. This 
contrasts to graves where fibulae were found in multiple numbers and were not necessarily 
positioned on the body, and so in those instances, the deceased were almost certainly not wearing 
the pins, and accordingly it cannot be said they had a practical purpose but instead served another 
role as grave goods.  
158 Hodos (1999) 67. 
159 Coldstream (1993) 93. 
160 See Becker (1992) and (1995).  ‘Sex’ and ‘gender’ tend to be used as interchangeable terms (as 
indeed is demonstrated by Becker).  This, however, is incorrect.  Sex is a biological category, 
genetically controlled, whereas gender is a cultural construct that can vary between social classes, 
as well as across time and space – a social identity.  See Liston (2012) 127-128; Walker & Cook 
(1998) 255-256; White & Folkens (2005) 385. 
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burial receptacle.  An assessment of sex was first made solely based on bone 
analysis, and then again solely based on grave goods.  Finally, both assessments 
were combined and compared.  In the majority of cases, the two methods of sex 
analysis produced the same outcome: overall from these findings, Becker’s study 
gave a sex ratio of adult males to adult females of approximately 40:60.161  It is not 
clear from his published work, however, whether the cremations analysed were 
linked only to the very early graves.  Becker has proposed that this higher ratio of 
females to males could suggest a high incidence of polygyny or the presence of 
numerous female slaves, though certainly more research is required in this area.162  
As we will see later, Pithekoussai is not the only colony where this sex imbalance 
exists in favour of women.  Becker’s study was hugely important for confirming 
the sex of those deceased, previously made solely on the basis of fibulae types.  
Consistent with wider practice (particularly Etruscan), the serpentine fibulae found 
at Pithekoussai were (at least in the majority of cases) found with men.  
Interestingly, I have not yet seen any scholar suggest, in line with Buchner’s 
hypothesis, that these could be indigenous men.  Shepherd asks: “are these the off-
spring of a mixed society?  Or do we have a case of indigenous wives organising 
their Greek husbands’ wardrobes?”163  This further demonstrates the weaknesses of 
Buchner’s hypothesis, and shows that inferring ethnicity and identity from objects 
is risky. 
In the case of Pithekoussai, the archaeological discoveries have been interpreted as 
evidence of intermarriage.  The plethora of Italic fibulae which were clearly 
manufactured locally from metal that must have been obtained by trade with other 
populations, are certainly an indication of Greek to indigenous contact.  These 
have been used by Buchner to argue that, given their Italic type, they must have 
been used by Italic (and therefore indigenous) women.164  The strength of this 
reasoning, however, is weakened by several factors: only a small part of the 
cemetery has been excavated and so other graves may yet yield counter-evidence; 
in some cases the fibulae appear to be used as grave goods rather than explicitly to 
fasten clothing; finally, there are instances of fibulae being found in the graves of 
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children rather than adult women, adding to the argument that they were not 
necessarily items used only for a practical purpose.  Therefore, although it is not 
possible to apply Buchner’s hypothesis, there is not strong nor sufficient evidence 
that Greek women were taken to Pithekoussai either.  On balance, it seems more 
likely that intermarriage occurred at Pithekoussai but we can in no way 
definitively conclude this from the present evidence.   
Sicily 
Syracuse 
Syracuse, located on the eastern side of Sicily, was a colony of Corinth founded c. 
734/3 BC.165  Thucydides (6.3.2) states that Archias, a Heraclid from Corinth, 
founded Syracuse.  
Συρακούσας δὲ τοῦ ἐχοµένου ἔτους Ἀρχίας τῶν Ἡρακλειδῶν ἐκ 
Κορίνθου ᾤκισε, Σικελοὺς ἐξελάσας πρῶτον ἐκ τῆς νήσου ἐν ᾗ νῦν 
οὐκέτι περικλυζοµένῃ ἡ πόλις ἡ ἐντός ἐστιν.  
 The following year, Archias of the Heraclids of Corinth, founded 
Syracuse, first driving the Sicels off the island on which the city is 
now, but is no longer surrounded by water. 
This has been largely confirmed by archaeological excavation, where the first 
houses of the colonists have been found placed directly on top of the remains of 
the Sicel village.166  However, a Siculan hut was uncovered more recently which 
appears to have been in use in the late eighth century BC.167  This perhaps suggests 
that the expulsion of the indigenous Sicels may not have been as thorough as 
Thucydides suggests. 
Thucydides makes very clear that the Sicels living on Ortygia, the offshore island 
of Syracuse, were driven away by the Corinthian colonists on their arrival.  
However, from Herodotus (7.155.2) it is evident that, at some time, many of these 
Sicels were also subjugated and turned into killyrioi: 
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µετὰ δὲ τοῦτο τὸ εὕρηµα τοὺς γαµόρους καλεοµένους τῶν 
Συρηκοσίων ἐκπεσόντας ὑπό τε τοῦ δήµου καὶ τῶν σφετέρων δούλων, 
καλεοµένων δὲ Κυλλυρίων, ὁ Γέλων καταγαγὼν τούτους ἐκ Κασµένης 
πόλιος ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας ἔσχε καὶ ταύτας: ὁ γὰρ δῆµος ὁ τῶν 
Συρηκοσίων ἐπιόντι Γέλωνι παραδιδοῖ τὴν πόλιν καὶ ἑωυτόν.  
The gamoroi had been driven out by the demos and their own slaves, 
called the killyrioi.  After this piece of good luck, Gelon led them from 
Casmene city into Syracuse, and took possession of it.  For, the demos 
of the Syracusans surrendered the city and themselves to Gelon as he 
approached. 
Herodotus reports on events in the fifth century BC when Syracuse was governed 
by a small group of landed aristocrats (gamoroi).  Their slaves, the killyrioi, appear 
to have been the original indigenous population that was driven away by Archias 
(as mentioned by Thucydides above).  As such, the killyrioi have been compared 
in status to the Spartan helots (that is, having an intermediary status between free 
men and chattel slaves),168 and probably also outnumbered their masters.169  Finley 
assumes (without citing any evidence) that some (female) Sicels were not 
subjugated, and instead were taken by the colonists as wives.170  Does this mean 
we should assume that some indigenous women were taken as wives and others as 
killyrioi?  If so, how were the two differentiated?  There is little evidence 
remaining on the killyrioi, so it is difficult to even begin to speculate.  
For many years, colonies were assumed to have conformed with the same burial 
practices of their mother city.171   This followed the notion that each colony was 
designed as a mirror image of its mother city.172  In 1995, Shepherd produced an 
important sudy which demonstrated that Syracuse’s burial practices departed 
                                                
168 Rutter (2002) 138; that being said, the terminology used by Herodotus τῶν δούλων suggests 
these people were more slave-like. 
169 Garlan (1988) 95. See also Aristotle Constitution of Syracuse (fr. 586 Rose), who compared 
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assuming that Finley solely differentiates between the end result of a wife versus a slave. 
171 For example, see Holloway (1991) 64; Boardman (1980) 173. 
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founded.  It shows a clear influence of modern colonisation, where the British colonies, in 
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radically from those of the mother city, Corinth.173  In the North Cemetery at 
Corinth, the Corinthians typically buried the dead (of all ages), contracted, in 
monolithic sarcophagi.174  This contrasts dramatically with the Fusco Cemetery in 
Syracuse, where Shepherd’s study reveals that, “well over half the adult burials 
made in the first century or so of the colony’s existence were not in monolithic 
sarcophagi, and the rate of use of the sarcophagus declines significantly in later 
periods, resulting in only a very small minority in the later sixth century”.175  
Instead, the deceased of Syracuse were typically buried in rock cut fossa graves, or 
trench graves, covered by stone slabs, though a variety of other methods were also 
used.   
The reasons for these changes are not clear.  There appear to be no practical 
(environmental or geological) reasons that could have prevented a continuation of 
mother city burial practices.176  Hodos argues that Syracuse was attempting to 
assert cultural independence from the mother city and a departure from familiar 
burial customs was one way to demonstrate such independence.177  This is not a 
particularly convincing argument without good reason for the colony to assert its 
independence (such as bad relations with the mother city or the exile of the 
colonists). Shepherd tentatively proposed that, for Syracuse and Corinth, the 
difference in burial methods could be explained if Syracuse retained the burial 
method that had been used previously (in the Geometric period) at Corinth.178  This 
lack of consistency could also suggest that the colonists may not have solely 
originated in Corinth, and instead, brought with them burial practices of their own 
cities.  To complicate matters further, it is not even possible to argue that the 
colonists borrowed burial customs from their indigenous neighbours due to the 
fact that these differed in tradition yet again.179  
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In the Fusco cemetery, infants’ graves have been found in the tombs of the 
assumed first (or earliest) generation colonists.180  There are a number of 
possibilities for this: that the indigenous population was still within the settlement 
and therefore these people and their infants could be buried within the same 
cemetery; that Greek women and children also accompanied the male colonists to 
the settlement; or possibly that intermarriage had occurred and these were the 
children of Greek men and indigenous women.  One example in particular, in 
seemingly the earliest recorded tomb, revealed a child’s burial, together with a 
Greek Geometric amphora, and a small bronze horse.  Holloway has suggested 
that considering such objects were usually votive offerings, the child was probably 
that of an aristocratic Greek.181  The presence of children in a cemetery can be 
taken as an indication that women were certainly present.  
Other discoveries in the cemeteries have included the bodies of many (apparent) 
women who were buried with two straight pins on their shoulders.182  If we were to 
follow Buchner’s argument, discussed earlier with regard to Pithekoussai, this 
would surely indicate that these women wore the Doric peplos and that they were 
therefore Greek women in traditional dress.183  However, a few instances of fibulae 
of Italic types, associated with indigenous women, have also been discovered in 
some of the graves.184  By contrast, these pins were not found at the shoulders of 
the deceased and so a practical purpose seems less likely; rather they appear to 
have solely served the role of grave offerings.185  Furthermore, many of these 
fibulae occur in the graves of juveniles, or in a few graves of adults (sex 
undetermined), seemingly serving as replacements for the straight pins.186  It is 
therefore very difficult to reconcile these findings with Buchner’s theory about 
indigenous women, proposed with Pithekoussai in mind.   
Graham attempted to solve this problem by stating: “it seems clear that the 
manufacture of these objects in the West was quickly so organized that even for 
Greek men, or for a population that certainly contained Greek women, the only 
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fibulae and other metal personal ornaments available were those of Italic type”.187  
We cannot be sure that Syracuse ‘certainly contained Greek women’, largely for 
the same reasons as were raised in the analysis of Pithekoussai.  The simple fact 
that fibulae were found in the graves of children weakens any argument linking 
them to women alone.  Instead of being indicators of ethnic identity (whether 
indigenous or Greek), it seems more appropriate to regard the fibulae as markers 
of age and class.  A source of metal for the Syracusan fibulae (albeit few that they 
are) has not yet been discovered, nor indeed have many areas for metal working.188 
Drawing firm conclusions about the evidence in the cemeteries is more difficult 
because of the early date of the excavation of Syracuse.  Syracuse was one of the 
many sites uncovered by Paolo Orsi, the ‘godfather’ of Sicilian excavation, in the 
late nineteenth century (1891-1895).189  Excavation methods have changed 
significantly since then and more emphasis has been placed on examining, 
retaining, and cataloging every single thing that is uncovered.  Typical for his 
period, Orsi regularly discarded bones that were uncovered, so that later analysis 
using updated or new technologies is now not possible.190  Furthermore, analysis 
was primarily based on the grave goods found, which required drawing 
correlations between goods ‘meant’ for women, children, and men.  More recent 
excavations have demonstrated that such assumptions are dangerous.  For example 
fibulae, which women were assumed to have used solely in a practical sense (in a 
grave context), also appear to have been markers of wealth or status for children, 
and some men, as well as also serving these functions for women.  As a result, our 
knowledge of Syracuse is more limited than perhaps we might expect. 
It is difficult to reach an overall conclusion about Syracuse.  The literary evidence 
gives us limited insight into the supposed banishment of the indigenous 
population, though it is also clear that many were subjugated. Other evidence rests 
heavily on archaeology, in particular the departure from mother city burial 
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practices.  As at Pithekoussai, fibulae have been found though in conjunction with 
the discovery of the straight pins.  A plausible explanation is that the fibulae were 
indicators of class or status, but if that is the case, there is little to support 
arguments either way about the women who lived in Syracuse and were buried 
with them.  The discovery of an early child burial, potentially of an aristocratic 
Greek, is strong evidence pointing to the presence of Greek children and therefore 
Greek women.  But this is only one example, however, and so little can be 
concluded about the practices of the wider population.  Accordingly, for Syracuse 
the evidence is inconclusive as to whether intermarriage took place.  
Megara Hyblaea 
Megara Hyblaea in Sicily was founded by colonists from Megara in c. 728 BC.191  
It is not entirely clear why the colony was founded, in part due to the limited 
knowledge of the mother city, Megara.  De Angelis has suggested that Megara 
Hyblaea was founded during a period of significant territorial change.  The 
synoecism that seems to have ended the Megarian monarchy in the mid-eighth 
century BC, and the loss and recovery of land referred to in the epitaph of the 
Olympic victor, Orsippos of 720 BC, both indicate that the period was one of great 
change and transformation.192 
Thucydides (6.4.1-2) describes the many tribulations that the colonists endured, 
making various unsuccessful attempts to settle before they reached their final 
destination: 
κατὰ δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν χρόνον καὶ Λάµις ἐκ Μεγάρων ἀποικίαν ἄγων ἐς 
Σικελίαν ἀφίκετο, καὶ ὑπὲρ Παντακύου τε ποταµοῦ Τρώτιλόν τι ὄνοµα 
χωρίον οἰκίσας, καὶ ὕστερον αὐτόθεν τοῖς Χαλκιδεῦσιν ἐς Λεοντίνους 
ὀλίγον χρόνον ξυµπολιτεύσας καὶ ὑπὸ αὐτῶν ἐκπεσὼν καὶ Θάψον 
οἰκίσας αὐτὸς µὲν ἀποθνῄσκει.  
At this time, Lamis arrived in Sicily leading a colonial party from 
Megara.  He founded a place called Trotilus on the river Pantacyas, 
and later, for a short time, they lived as fellow citizens with the 
Chalcidians at Leontini.  Having been driven out by them, he founded 
Thapsus and then died.   
                                                
191 De Angelis (2003a) 12. Thucydides (6.4) states that the settlement at Megara Hyblaea existed 
for 245 years before being destroyed by Syracuse.  From Herodotus (7.156), we are able to work 
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192 De Angelis (2003a) 47-48. See IG vii 52 for Orsippos’ epitaph inscription. 
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Throughout the many vicissitudes faced by the colonists, they were led by their 
oikistes, Lamis.  However, Thucydides also reveals that Lamis died at Thapsus 
shortly after its foundation.  An archaeological exploration of this area by Paolo 
Orsi brought to light an area of cemetery, with one grave in particular situated at a 
higher level.  This grave contained two skeletons, two Corinthian Late Geometric 
cups, and a pair of bronze tweezers.193  It has been suggested that this could be the 
grave of Lamis himself, due to the dating of the grave to the same period coupled 
with the evidence in Thucydides about the location of Lamis’ death.194  It has 
further been suggested that the second body in the grave could be that of Lamis’ 
(Greek) wife.195  This could be interpreted as evidence that the colonists from 
Megara brought wives with them rather than intermarried with the local 
population.   
Such an interpretation is very problematic.  Like Syracuse, Megara Hyblaea also 
suffers from early excavation in the late nineteenth century when there was little 
importance placed on the analysis of bones.196  The skeletons in Lamis’ supposed 
grave have long been discarded, therefore there is no way of carrying out any sex 
analysis on the bones.  We can merely postulate that in cases where there are two 
bodies in one grave, they are frequently husband and wife, and so this grave in 
Thapsus may also fit this model.  However, even this is problematic.  If the grave 
is indeed that of Lamis, it seems unlikely that his wife would have died shortly 
afterwards (or before) to allow her to be buried in the same grave as her husband 
before the colonists moved on to their final destination of Megara Hyblaea.  In 
addition, if we take into consideration the status that an oikistes appears to have 
held, it does not seem probable that Lamis would have been granted such a simple 
burial going by the accompanying grave goods.197  These are complicated issues 
for conjecture, but ultimately, the example of a single, prominent figure is not 
sufficient evidence to sustain a conclusion that Greek wives accompanied all (or 
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some of) the colonists travelling to Megara Hyblaea.  Furthermore, it is possible 
that the assumed Greek wife was sourced en route to Thapsus, for example at the 
temporary settlement Trotilus, and thus was not Greek at all.198  The series of 
foundations leading up to the ultimate colony of Megara Hyblaea create such 
implications for our interpretation of the evidence. 
The site of the final settlement, Megara Hyblaea, gives an indication of the 
relationship between the colonists and Sicels.  Often, as is the case for Cumae 
(Pithekoussai), Syracuse (Ortygia), Cyrene (Platea), to name just a few examples, 
colonists are more comfortable first settling on an island before moving to the 
mainland.  This appears to have been so that the colonists could assess the 
indigenous population from an easily defensible place, before they negotiated or 
forced their way onto the mainland.  By contrast, Megara Hyblaea was founded on 
the mainland from the outset, on a site which is low lying and has no natural 
defences.  Therefore, it seems likely that the site can only have been settled with 
the permission of the neighbouring indigenous population.199 
This hypothesis is further confirmed with evidence from Thucydides (6.4).  He 
states:  
οἱ δ᾽ ἄλλοι ἐκ τῆς Θάψου ἀναστάντες Ὕβλωνος βασιλέως Σικελοῦ 
προδόντος τὴν χώραν καὶ καθηγησαµένου Μεγαρέας ᾤκισαν τοὺς 
Ὑβλαίους κληθέντας. καὶ ἔτη οἰκήσαντες πέντε καὶ τεσσαράκοντα 
καὶ διακόσια ὑπὸ Γέλωνος τυράννου Συρακοσίων ἀνέστησαν ἐκ τῆς 
πόλεως καὶ χώρας. πρὶν δὲ ἀναστῆναι, ἔτεσιν ὕστερον ἑκατὸν ἢ αὐτοὺς 
οἰκίσαι, Πάµιλλον πέµψαντες Σελινοῦντα κτίζουσι, καὶ ἐκ Μεγάρων 
τῆς µητροπόλεως οὔσης αὐτοῖς ἐπελθὼν ξυγκατῴκισεν.  
But the others were forced to leave Thapsus200 and they founded 
the place called Hyblaea.  Hyblon, the king of the Sicels gave the 
Megarians the land and he led the way.  They lived there for 245 
years, before they were compelled to migrate from the city and land by 
Gelon, the tyrant of Syracuse.  Before this happened, 100 years after 
they founded there [Hyblaea], they sent Pamillus, who had come from 
the mother city Megara to join them in colonising, and founded 
Selinus.  
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No evidence in archaeological examinations has revealed any Sicel settlement on 
the site prior to the arrival of the Megarians.201  Therefore, the colonists were not 
compelled to drive out the indigenous population, which would have put a strain 
on the relationship between local and immigrant population.  It is feasible, then, 
that good relations existed between the Greek colonists and the indigenous Sicels, 
and that these were conducive to opportunities for intermarriage.  Relations 
between the two peoples were, perhaps, so good that the settlement, Megara 
Hyblaea, gained its name from the Sicel king Hyblon.  Supporting this idea, 
Malkin has put forward an interesting theory that because of the death of the 
oikistes Lamis, the Sicel king Hyblon helped fill this role.202  The language used by 
Thucydides supports this interpretation, with the verb καθηγέοµαι meaning to ‘act 
as a guide’ or to ‘lead the way’.203  At the very least, the Sicel king had good 
relations with the Greek colonists, and Hyblon’s relations with others can probably 
be extended to encompass the peoples over whom he ruled (that is, the 
neighbouring Sicels).  Of course, good relations were not imperative to 
intermarriage taking place, but if they were good, there is a stronger chance that it 
could have occurred. 
The interpretation of the verb προδόντος, used by Thucydides, is crucial to 
understanding the relationship between the Megarian colonists and Hyblon.  Like 
many Greek words, the verb προδίδωµι can be translated in a number of different 
ways, and in this instance, the interpretation can significantly change the 
implications of the action.204  Graham argues that προδίδωµι should be translated 
in its most commonly used capacity, meaning ‘to betray, forsake’. 205  He argues 
that Thucydides, probably personally, considered the transference of land from 
indigenous to Greek hands a betrayal, due to the recent hostility in neighbouring 
colonies against the Sicels (Syracuse and Leontini) in a strictly Greek versus Sicel 
approach.  Graham also suggests that Hyblon could have belonged to a larger Sicel 
alliance against the Greeks which he betrayed, or more specifically that Hyblon 
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betrayed his own people.  These suggestions are problematic.  It does not seem 
possible to interpret the betrayal as that of Hyblon betraying his own people, 
chiefly because the land, τὴν χώραν, is quite clearly the accusative object of the 
verb, ‘betray’.  Therefore, it seems unlikely that the verb, προδίδωµι, should be 
translated as ‘to betray’.   
Alternative translations of προδίδωµι include ‘to pay in advance’ or simply ‘to 
give to’.  Paying in advance suggests that Hyblon gave the colonists the land as a 
part of a negotiated deal whereby the colonists would gain the land and would 
agree not to subjugate the Sicels.  On the other hand, giving the land implies that 
Hyblon simply handed the colonists the land.206  Taking into account the fact that 
neighbouring Sicels had been driven off their lands at Syracuse and Leontini, it 
seems curious that Hyblon would give away land to a people he knew had caused 
problems for his neighbours.207  For that reason, it seems more likely that an offer 
of land was a precaution on the part of Hyblon.  Of course there are many 
limitations to such a conjecture.  We cannot be sure of the numbers of Greek 
colonists (as discussed in Chapter One) and even less so, the numbers of Sicels 
connected with Hyblon.  Consequently, we cannot argue one way or another as to 
whether Hyblon was able to drive the colonists away and chose not to.  
Furthermore, we cannot rule out the option that friendly relations between the two 
peoples existed for their own sake.  
An examination of burial sites of Megara Hyblaea has, like Syracuse, 
demonstrated that not all colonies followed their mother city’s burial practices.  
Shepherd conducted a study in 1995, and although she freely admitted that there 
was little accessible information about the relevant date of the burials of Megara, it 
appears that they did not differ greatly from those of Corinth – and so these were 
used as an alternative comparison.208  In this period, the burial practices of both 
Corinth and Megara typically used slab-lined cist graves and monolithic 
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sarcophagi.  By contrast, at Megara Hyblaea inhumation or cremation in amphorae 
was the usual burial practice.209  This could therefore indicate that the colonists 
were influenced by their indigenous neighbours, and adopted local practices for 
their own.  It could also imply that some Sicels joined the Megarian colonists in 
settling at Megara Hyblaea, bringing with them indigenous burial practices.  
Again, there is no apparent reason which could have prevented a continuation of 
mother city burial practices.  Therefore, this change was likely a conscious 
decision.  Interestingly, by about the second half of the seventh century BC, there 
seems to have been a revival of mother city practices, especially with monolithic 
sarcophagi, and vessel burials became less common.210  Any influence from the 
mother city in this change seems unlikely (unless there was a massive influx of 
new Megarian colonists), so perhaps the change came as Megara Hyblaea had 
become more settled and was beginning to prosper, and burial was just one way in 
which citizens could demonstrate their prosperity.211  Certainly in other Sicilian 
colonies the use of monolithic sarcophagi appears to have become more and more 
an elite burial type and thus a good indicator of wealth and status.212 
Comparing evidence from Megara Hyblaea to another colony discussed earlier, 
Pithekoussai, brings an interesting difficulty in the interpretation of this evidence.  
Buchner’s explanation for the fibulae found in the cemeteries draws a correlation 
between the origin of the fibulae and the origin of those who possessed them; that 
is, fibulae of Italic types must have been used by indigenous women.213  The 
various problems with this conclusion have already been outlined.  If this 
hypothesis is applied to Megara Hyblaea, it becomes even more problematic.  
Though not all of the burials at Megara Hyblaea have been fully published, very 
few fibulae have been found.214  By contrast, straight pins occur much more 
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frequently, with a total of 156 discovered and recorded in publication.215  In 
addition, the pins were usually found in pairs, and were located on the shoulders of 
the deceased, suggesting they served a practical purpose rather than acting solely 
as grave offerings.  If Buchner’s hypothesis from Pithekoussai is applied here, it 
would appear that the women of Megara Hyblaea were almost entirely of Greek 
origin rather than Sicel.  This, however, is difficult to reconcile with the literary 
evidence (particularly of Thucydides) which implies that the colonists had 
unusually good relations with the indigenous population (though of course, this 
does not necessarily mean that intermarriage occurred).  Therefore it seems that 
the presence of fibulae is no more an argument for intermarriage than the presence 
of straight pins is against it.  Furthermore, as not all the straight pins belong to the 
same date (as indeed not all the fibulae do), it is entirely possible that by even the 
sixth century BC, ethnic distinctions may have been less apparent.  Such a 
comparison further highlights the problematic nature of basing a theory of 
intermarriage on any single type of object found.  It also demonstrates that when a 
hypothesis seems plausible for one colony, it is not necessarily possible to extend 
it to others. 
The final crucial point to note for Megara Hyblaea is that around the mid-seventh 
century BC, a little under a century after foundation, the indigenous sites within 
the surrounding area were abandoned.  This is particularly noticeable at Pantalica 
and Villasmundo. De Angelis suggests that this phenomenon indicates 
demographic transfer; either the indigenous populations moved away altogether, or 
they moved into the urban centre of Megara Hyblaea, and were subsumed into its 
population.216  The indigenous influences within the site, coupled with the evidence 
discussed from Thucydides, support the likelihood that the indigenous populations 
surrounding Megara Hyblaea became included among the colonists. 
There is some evidence to support an argument that the colonists who settled in 
Megara Hyblaea were accompanied by Greek wives.  The possibility that Lamis 
and his wife were buried in the same grave on their journey from Megara to the 
new colony, as well as the discovery of a higher proportion of straight pins in the 
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graves than Italic fibulae, lend support for this interpretation.  These are not strong 
arguments, however, and the weight of the evidence, notably good relations 
between the colonists and the indigenous population (or at least between the 
colonists and Hyblon) set out in the literary tradition, and the apparent integration 
of two groups living within the settlement within 100 years of establishment, 
support the view that intermarriage was highly likely. 
Morgantina 
Morgantina lies almost at the geographical centre of Sicily, about 48 kilometres 
north of the south coast and about 54 kilometres inland from the east coast.217   The 
settlement is located on a steep ridge, approximately three kilometres in length, 
known today as Serra Orlando, with the main settlement located on the so-called 
Cittadella to the east of Serra Orlando.218   
Both Strabo (6.1.6) and Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Antiquitates Romanae 1.12.3) 
relate the foundation myth of Morgantina, according to which the founder of the 
settlement was a man named Morges (after whom the settlement was more than 
likely named).  Pliny (Natural History 3.10) describes how the settlers were from 
Bruttium, though according to an analysis of pottery and masonry styles, the 
settlers were from Catana or Leontini, settling c. 560 BC.219  As such, Morgantina 
does not have a mother city per se, but instead should be considered as a secondary 
colony.  The settlement has a long history of occupation, from the Iron Age, right 
down to the first century AD. 220   This, coupled with the fact that the town lacks an 
orthogonal plan, suggests that colonisation of Morgantina was a more gradual 
process and may not have taken place through a formal act of foundation.221  
The first controlled archaeological excavations were conducted by Paolo Orsi in 
1912, and have been continued at a number of different stages by various people 
and groups since.  The majority of tombs were uncovered in 1969-1970 as part of 
the Princeton University excavations.  The Princeton University team established 
that the most common tomb type in the archaic period was the chamber tomb, 
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accounting for 67% of the total burials.222  The fossa grave was the next most 
common; a rectangular trench surrounded by a shallow ledge, covered by 
terracotta roof tiles or stone slabs.223  Children were typically inhumed in fossa 
graves; adults could also be buried in fossa graves, though these tended to be more 
modest burials with very few grave goods accompanying the burial.  Therefore, 
the majority of burials at Morgantina fit within an indigenous burial tradition. 
The Princeton University study acknowledged that many of the burials at 
Morgantina had been disturbed particularly by grave robbers during the initial 
excavation and cleaning of the chamber tombs making them difficult to assess.  
Furthermore, Sjoqvist recorded in his Preliminary Report of the Second Season of 
Excavation that many of the tombs had flooded, with water causing objects to float 
around, thus upsetting them from their original placement.224  Despite this, 
archaeological examinations of the graves have revealed a curious mixture of 
cultural features. For example, one burial reveals a Greek-style sarcophagus found 
inside a traditional Sicel chamber tomb.225  In another example, within Tomb 4, 
one burial presents a Greek burial rite – a cremation with an ash urn sunk into a pit 
in the rock – but the ashes from the cremation were collected in a Sicel vessel.226 
Such a mixed typology of the tombs supports an interpretation of Greeks and 
Sicels living side by side, with both peoples using the necropolis.  This view is 
reinforced by the fact that there was no segregation between the various tomb 
types or burial rites used; that is, different areas of the cemetery were not restricted 
to one burial type, but instead all were mixed in together.227  
The grave goods also give this impression; again, a diverse mixture of finds has 
been revealed.  There are four main kinds of archaic pottery: Attic imports, late 
Corinthian imports, indigenous Siculo ware, and finally a Siculo ware which 
imitates Attic forms. 228   This mixture of indigenous Siculo and Greek Geometric 
pottery could be a further indication of the Sicels and Greeks living side by side.  
On the other hand, it is easy to imagine that Sicels themselves could have used 
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their own traditional pottery, together with Greek pottery, which they also found 
occasion to imitate.  However, a closer analysis of some of the pottery gives a 
better indication that there probably was a Greek presence at Morgantina 
explaining the presence of Greek wares.  Various items associated with drinking 
parties (symposia) were found in multiple graves, including those thought to 
belong to women.229  Eikeland accordingly suggests that women were also allowed 
to participate in symposia at Morgantina, while they were typically restricted to 
men (and hetairai) back in mainland Greece.230  The sheer number of drinking 
vessels found seems greater than an assortment of objects collected through trade 
and more likely to reflect an adaptation of Greek social practices.231  Other objects 
found include fibulae, jewellery, and weapons.  Because many of the burials had 
been disturbed, it is difficult to assess whether the fibulae served a practical 
purpose, or were merely grave goods.  Making a reliable assessment of jewellery 
finds is equally difficult. 
Weapons are not commonly found in the cemeteries of the Greek colonies in the 
archaic period.  Even in colonies already discussed which were founded amidst 
violence, such as Syracuse, there is a distinct absence of any weaponry in the 
cemeteries.  This contrasts with indigenous Italic settlements where weapons are 
frequently found in graves.232  Morgantina is different again, with some weaponry 
being revealed.  Most spectacularly, the Princeton University excavation identified 
a chamber tomb with two warriors buried in complete armour.233  Each warrior was 
equipped with a Corinthian-style helmet, greaves, and a sword.  A large shield was 
also discovered within the tomb.  The high quality of this weaponry is clearly an 
anomaly, though other bronze and iron weapons of varying quality have been 
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found in other graves at Morgantina.234  Lyons has suggested that this weaponry, 
coupled with some significant deposits of jewellery, could point towards the 
existence of some sort of an elite class within Morgantina.235  This suggestion is 
further reinforced with the multiple findings associated with the symposium 
discussed above.  Clearly, the burials and associated finds are very different from 
both indigenous and Greek practice.  This makes it difficult to conclude one way 
or another whether the women found in some of the graves were likewise Greek, 
or indigenous.  
The Princeton University study concludes that the diversity of evidence that is so 
apparent at Morgantina suggests an increasingly stratified community with access 
to a greater range of imported goods (hence the mixed nature of finds).236  If we 
agree with this hypothesis, does it mean that we turn away from a theory of 
intermarriage?  Antonaccio argues in this vein, stating that neither an influential 
Greek population, nor mixed marriages would necessarily be required to explain 
the presence of Greek features at Morgantina. 237  However, the sheer number of 
Greek objects lends itself more to the impression of an extended physical 
presence, than mere trade encounters.  On its own though, this does not help 
clarify whether there were Greek women present in the settlement.  
One important find from Morgantina was a piece of graffito, combining both 
Greek and Sicel elements – a Greek script and language used to record a Sicel 
name (Figure 6).238  In 1990, a single large sherd was discovered in a grave, 
making up part of the neck and rim of a black-slipped Laconian ware krater.239  
The fragment is 18 centimetres long and 13 centimetres high which suggests that 
originally the vessel probably had a 38 centimetre diameter and stood about 30 
centimetres in height making it a standard size.240  Both the vase shape and the 
forms of the letters incised suggest a date in the second half of the sixth century 
BC.241  A rare example of writing is recorded on the sherd, stating: κυπαρας εµι, 
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meaning “I belong to Kupara”.  The practice of naming objects was not 
uncommon; in other colonies there are the occasional instances of it, such as the 
well-known eighth century BC ‘Nestor’s Cup’ of Pithekoussai.242  Antonaccio and 
Neils’ study demonstrates that the Morgantina graffito employs a standard 
formula, with a name recorded in the genitive (indicating the owner or dedicand), 
followed by a verb, εἰµί (or in this case, ἐµί), used in this situation to mean “I 
belong to so-and-so”.243  Their study acknowledged that the -ρας ending was 
indeed the genitive of a α-declension, and the owner was therefore likely to be a 
woman.244   
The name found on the fragment, Kupara, is not Greek.  It does, however, appear 
to be a feminine name and is attested elsewhere in Sicily.  For example, the name 
is paralleled on an inscription on a lead tablet in the north-west of Sicily, on a 
record discharging a debt of one archon and his children, Saiso and Kupura, to a 
goddess.245  Instances of the name Kupara are also found on what are probably 
votive offerings in a sanctuary at Terravecchia di Cuti.246  Kupara has also been 
attested in Syracuse as an alternative Sicel name for the spring Arethousa.  At 
Syracuse she was personified as a nymph on coinage, and that same image has 
also been found on coinage in Morgantina during its period of Syracusan control 
toward the end of the fourth century BC.247  Therefore, it is possible that the 
Kupara on the Morgantina graffito was in fact dedicated to a nymph rather than 
belonging to an actual woman named Kupara.  Although we cannot be certain 
either way, it seems less likely that the Kupara on the fragment refers to the 
nymph, given that the evidence (coinage) used to back up such a suggestion is 
from two centuries after the krater with the inscription was used. 
The dating of this sherd in the second half of the sixth century BC seems to 
coincide with the beginning of a more significant Greek presence at Morgantina.  
                                                
242 ‘Nestor’s Cup’ is significant for being one of the earliest inscriptions in archaic Greek alphabet, 
as well as being one of the few pieces of original poetry from the eighth century BC.  It displays a 
verse inscription in three retrograde lines, stating: “Nestor’s cup was fine to drink from.  But 
whoever drinks from this cup will immediately be seized by the desire of fair-crowned Aphrodite.” 
(translation: Graham (1982) 99).  See Hansen (1976) for a general discussion on ‘Nestor’s Cup’, 
and Watkins (1976) for a focused analysis of the inscription; also Malkin (1998) 156-158. 
243 Antonaccio & Neils (1995) 268, 272. 
244 However, linguistically, a male owner is possible in the α-declension. 
245 Antonaccio (1997) 181; Antonaccio & Neils (1995) 269. 
246 Antonaccio (1997) 181. 
247 Antonaccio (1997) 181. 
 62 
While on the one hand, it would be easy to assume that this sherd was a clear 
indication of intermarriage (given the sherd belonged to an indigenous woman, 
Kupara), on the other hand, we must be mindful that there was already a very 
established indigenous presence at Morgantina, in addition to a minor Greek one, 
when the Greeks seem to have first arrived.  Consequently, this sherd does not 
make it possible to definitively rule out the possibility that Greek wives 
accompanied the colonists to Morgantina, nor does it confirm that intermarriage 
took place.  It does, however, further confirm that Greeks and Sicels coexisted at 
the settlement, and accordingly, it seems likely that intermarriage would have 
occurred (even if not straight away). 
At Morgantina it is very difficult to firmly conclude whether the early colonial 
women were Greek or indigenous.  To do this calls for distinguishing between a 
Greek settlement with a likely case of intermarriage and a settlement with a very 
high degree of Hellenisation.  Certainly, the indigenous population had 
considerable contact with the Greeks and they appear to have lived side by side in 
a mixed community.  The sheer number of Greek objects reinforces the impression 
of deeper contacts than simply trading encounters, and the evidence also points to 
Greek customs and practices being modified and taking on some indigenous 
characteristics.  All of this suggests the possibility of intermarriage at Morgantina 
between Greek men and indigenous women.   
Southern Italy 
Taras 
Taras, located in south-east Italy, was founded in c. 706 BC by colonists from 
Sparta.  It appears to have been one of very few colonies founded by Sparta in the 
archaic period.248  Taras is located in the modern day Gulf of Tarentum and was 
situated between an inner and outer natural harbour.249  The site has been 
constantly occupied since indigenous habitation just prior to the establishment of 
the Greek colony, later becoming Roman Tarentum, then modern Taranto.  
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Consequently, extensive excavation work is almost impossible, so our knowledge 
of the site is heavily reliant on the literary tradition.   
Tradition has it that the colonists concerned with Taras’ foundation were known as 
the partheniai.  Historians have concluded that these were probably the sons of 
Spartan women and helot men, who were illegitmate and born during the first 
Messenian war when the husbands of the women were away fighting.250  The 
motivating factors behind leaving Sparta and founding a new colony are not 
entirely clear.  Malkin has postulated that because the foundation took place 
following the first Messenian war and seems to have involved non-integrated 
groups of Spartans (the partheniai), it is likely that some sort of stasis involving 
land and/or status was behind the foundation.251  The relationship between the 
partheniai as colonists and the Spartan state itself is therefore ambiguous.   While 
on the one hand, the partheniai were apparently banished from the mother city 
almost as if they were a threat, on the other hand they were representing Sparta as 
a colony and, as Redfield puts it, were “to recapitulate Spartan experience”.252  It is 
tempting to conclude that women accompanied the men to Italy given their 
compromised status.  Clearly the label of the group as ‘partheniai’ suggests a 
separate status, and a status predicated on the female line.  
Another curious aspect about the foundation story of Taras is the oracle given to 
the oikistes, Phalanthus, by the Delphic oracle, recorded by Strabo (6.3.2): 
ὁ δ᾽ ἔχρησε: ‘Σατύριόν τοι δῶκα Τάραντά τε πίονα δῆµον οἰκῆσαι, καὶ 
πῆµα Ἰαπύγεσσι γενέσθαι’.  
The oracle proclaimed: ‘I gave both Satyrion and the rich land Taras to 
you to inhabit, and to be a calamity to the Iapygians’. 
Not only does the oracle reveal the exact location where the colonists were to 
settle, but it appears to command Phalanthus to make war on the indigenous 
population, the Iapygians.  Whether the oracle recorded in Strabo is authentic or 
                                                
250 Pembroke (1970) 1241; Brauer (1986) 3. Strabo (6.3.2-3) reports two different accounts.  The 
first is of a fifth century BC Syracusan historian Antiochus; the second is of fourth century BC 
Ephorus of Cyme in Aeolia, Asia Minor.  The two versions are relatively substantial (and so are not 
being covered here in any depth).  They also differ in many aspects, especially regarding who the 
partheniai were.  This is not important to my argument, but it is significant to observe that both 
versions make pertinent that the colonists (the partheniai) were not in any complete sense 
‘Spartans’.  See Brauer (1986) or Pembroke (1970) for further explanation. 
251 Malkin (1994a) 141. 
252 Redfield (2003) 293. 
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not is irrelevant to this discussion; whether it was the answer to an enquiry at 
Delphi or was a fiction, it characterises the attitudes the colonists took to Taras.253   
The oracle also states that the Spartan colonists first settled at Satyrion (modern 
Leporano) before they relocated to Taras.254  This has been confirmed 
archaeologically and excavations have revealed Greek material from c. 750 BC.255  
As we go through each case study of each colony, it is becoming increasingly clear 
that it was common practice for colonists to settle on an island or another easily 
defensible place, so that they could assess the territory and establish relations 
(whether hostile or friendly) with the indigenous population. 
Another interesting tale associated with the foundation of Taras is reported to us 
by Pausanias (10.10.6-8):   
Τάραντα δὲ ἀπῴκισαν µὲν Λακεδαιµόνιοι, οἰκιστὴς δὲ ἐγένετο 
Σπαρτιάτης Φάλανθος. στελλοµένῳ δὲ ἐς ἀποικίαν τῷ Φαλάνθῳ 
λόγιον ἦλθεν ἐκ Δελφῶν: ὑετοῦ αὐτὸν αἰσθόµενον ὑπὸ αἴθρᾳ, 
τηνικαῦτα καὶ χώραν κτήσεσθαι καὶ πόλιν. τὸ µὲν δὴ παραυτίκα οὔτε 
ἰδίᾳ τὸ µάντευµα ἐπισκεψάµενος οὔτε πρὸς τῶν ἐξηγητῶν τινα 
ἀνακοινώσας κατέσχε ταῖς ναυσὶν ἐς Ἰταλίαν: ὡς δέ οἱ νικῶντι τοὺς 
βαρβάρους οὐκ ἐγίνετο οὔτε τινὰ ἑλεῖν τῶν πόλεων οὔτε ἐπικρατῆσαι 
χώρας, ἐς ἀνάµνησιν ἀφικνεῖτο τοῦ χρησµοῦ, καὶ ἀδύνατα ἐνόµιζέν οἱ 
τὸν θεὸν χρῆσαι: µὴ γὰρ ἄν ποτε ἐν καθαρῷ καὶ αἰθρίῳ τῷ ἀέρι 
ὑσθῆναι. καὶ αὐτὸν ἡ γυνὴ ἀθύµως ἔχοντα —ἠκολουθήκει γὰρ 
οἴκοθεν—τά τε ἄλλα ἐφιλοφρονεῖτο καὶ ἐς τὰ γόνατα ἐσθεµένη τὰ 
αὑτῆς τοῦ ἀνδρὸς τὴν κεφαλὴν ἐξέλεγε τοὺς φθεῖρας: καί πως ὑπὸ 
εὐνοίας δακρῦσαι παρίσταται τῇ γυναικὶ ὁρώσῃ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς ἐς οὐδὲν 
προχωροῦντα τὰ πράγµατα. προέχει δὲ ἀφειδέστερον τῶν δακρύων καὶ 
ἔβρεχε γὰρ τοῦ Φαλάνθου τὴν κεφαλήν συνίησί τε τῆς µαντείας ὄνοµα 
γὰρ δὴ ἦν Αἴθρα τῇ γυναικί καὶ οὕτω τῇ ἐπιούσῃ νυκτὶ Τάραντα τῶν 
βαρβάρων εἷλε µεγίστην καὶ εὐδαιµονεστάτην τῶν ἐπὶ θαλάσσῃ 
πόλεων.  
                                                
253 Malkin (1994a) 122.  Malkin’s discussion deems the oracle to be authentic; however he also 
recognises that, regardless, it can be seen as ‘thematically authentic’ in its reflection of early 
attitudes toward territory and the indigenous peoples.  Graham (1981-82) 298-299 disagrees, and 
argues that “oracles of this kind are a notoriously concocted element in our traditions about 
colonial foundations, and this one must clearly be rejected as unhistorical.”  Shepherd (1999) 270 
also argues that the narrative is so fabricated that the presence of a Greek wife is unlikely.  Malkin 
(1994a) 126 further suggests that these attitudes contained in the oracle could simply be because 
Taras was a Spartan colony, and given their recent conflict with the Messenians, the same hostile 
attitudes were projected onto the new environment where territorial appropriation was necessary.   
254 Malkin (1994a) 121. 
255 Whitehouse & Wilkins (1989) 105. 
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Taras is a colony of the Spartans, and its oikistes was Phalanthus, a 
spartiates.  When setting out for the colony, an oracle came to 
Phalanthus from Delphi, [declaring] that when he felt rain under a 
cloudless sky, he would acquire land and a city.  At first he neither 
reviewed the oracle himself, nor consulted one of his advisors, but he 
continued to Italy with his ships.  But although he conquered the 
barbarians, he neither seized any city nor ruled over any land.  He 
called to mind the oracle and considered that the god proclaimed an 
impossibility.  For it could never rain from a clear and cloudless sky.  
His wife, while he was dispirited – for she had accompanied him 
from home – treated him affectionately and placed her husband’s head 
between her knees and picked out the lice.  And out of affection, she 
cried seeing her husband’s affairs coming to nothing.  As her tears 
poured forth, she wetted Phalanthus’ head, and then he understood the 
oracle, for his wife’s name was Aethra.  And thus on that night, he 
seized Taras from the barbarians, the largest and most wealthy city 
by the sea. 
This passage about the foundation of Taras is well-known for the riddle it contains 
about ‘rain under a cloudless sky’.  More significantly, it also reveals, according to 
the tale, that the oikistes’ wife, Aethra, accompanied him on his journey, and 
indeed that she played a crucial role in the foundation of Taras.  This is 
comparable to the evidence discussed regarding Megara Hyblaea’s founder, 
Lamis, and the grave that potentially contains his body and that of his own wife.  
On the other hand, however, it is not credible to extrapolate the evidence on the 
oikistes to every single colonist who took part in the foundation, just as the 
practices of monarchs or other minority groups cannot be used by themselves as 
evidence for the practices of the majority population.  In other words, Aethra, 
because of the crucial role she plays in the foundational narrative, appears to have 
been an exceptional member of the colonial group.256   Even so, it is reassuring to 
note that there was a role for individual women.  Furthermore, it is worth noting 
that the presence of women was not so unusual that Aethra seems out of place in 
the story.   
An assessment of the likelihood of intermarriage at Taras is made extremely 
difficult by the fact that any conclusion is based almost solely on literary evidence.  
While the literary evidence for the foundation of the colony is very rich, our 
evidence of the early years of the colony after foundation is almost non-existent.257  
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This makes it difficult to assess the practices of the colonists once they had settled 
into their new colony, and especially, their relations with the indigenous 
inhabitants of the area after ‘being a plague’ to them.  Further, the literary 
evidence, particularly Pausanias (10.5-8), seems to have a solid foundation in myth 
and accordingly cannot be relied upon for its historicity.  The dearth of any 
archaeological evidence also leaves us with little to justify and verify the literary 
evidence in the way it is possible to do (at least to a certain extent) in other Greek 
colonies.   
If we solely consider the literary evidence discussed above, it appears that 
intermarriage was unlikely at Taras.  The Spartan colonists seem to have driven 
out all the indigenous inhabitants, the Iapygians, on their arrival (though there was 
potentially opportunity for them to seize wives during this process).  Furthermore, 
while there is evidence, albeit heavily grounded in myth, that at least one wife 
accompanied her husband, it does not speak to the practices of the other colonists.  
Her presence in the story does perhaps indicate that the presence of a wife or 
woman was not so unusual that she appears out of place.  Accordingly, at Taras, it 
is very difficult to reach any firm conclusion about whether or not intermarriage 
occurred.  
Locri Epizephyrii 
Taras is frequently analysed alongside another southern Italian colony, Locri, or 
Locri Epizephyrii.  This is primarily because the foundation myths of both 
colonies include women, which in turn aids consideration of the social function 
that women served in wider archaic society, and particularly colonial society.258 
Locri was founded in c. 673 BC by the Locrians of eastern Greece.  The colony is 
located in south-eastern Italy, in the ‘heel’ close to Taras.  The city is unique 
among Greek colonies in that it never appears to have had a proper name.259  
Instead, the city, Locri, was named after the people who lived in it (οἱ Λοκροί).260  
This contrasts with the usual practice where Greek peoples are named after their 
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city (for example: the Corinthians of Corinth; the Athenians of Athens; the 
Thebans of Thebes).  
Locri is especially significant as the literary tradition states that there were female 
settlers involved in the settlement process.  Polybius (12.5.6-8) writes: 
πρῶτον µὲν ὅτι πάντα τὰ διὰ προγόνων ἔνδοξα παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἀπὸ τῶν 
γυναικῶν, οὐκ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀνδρῶν ἐστιν, οἷον εὐθέως εὐγενεῖς παρὰ 
σφίσι νοµίζεσθαι τοὺς ἀπὸ τῶν ἑκατὸν οἰκιῶν λεγοµένους: ταύτας δ᾽ 
εἶναι τὰς ἑκατὸν οἰκίας τὰς προκριθείσας ὑπὸ τῶν Λοκρῶν πρὶν ἢ τὴν 
ἀποικίαν ἐξελθεῖν...τούτων δή τινας τῶν γυναικῶν συνεξᾶραι µετὰ 
τῆς ἀποικίας, ὧν τοὺς ἀπογόνους ἔτι νῦν εὐγενεῖς νοµίζεσθαι καὶ 
καλεῖσθαι τοὺς ἀπὸ τῶν ἑκατὸν οἰκιῶν.  
Firstly they said that all ancestral reputation comes through the female 
line not the male.  These belonged to ‘the hundred families’, selected 
by the Locrians before sending out the colony...some of these women 
assisted in raising the colony, their descendants are still now thought to 
be noble and called the ‘men of the hundred families’. 
This passage describes the crucial role that women supposedly played in the 
foundation of Locri.  These women were the bearers of the noble bloodlines of the 
so-called Hundred Houses, the leading families of Locris in Greece.  Because the 
Locrians are reported to follow their descent through women, it has been argued 
that this narrative is a fabrication – possibly an aetiology dating to the fifth century 
BC, probably created to explain the matrilineal succession of Locri.261  This 
tradition, therefore, is heavily rooted in myth and its historicity should not be taken 
as a given.  However, the passage does show that there could have been potential 
for women to fulfill an important role.  Whether their presence in this tradition was 
considered unusual or typical is unclear today. 
Polybius (12.5.10) also states that, as in other colonies, the Locrians expelled the 
indigenous peoples: διότι καθ᾽ ὃν καιρὸν τοὺς Σικελοὺς ἐκβάλοιεν τοὺς 
κατασχόντας τὸν τόπον τοῦτον τῆς Ἰταλίας ‘they drove out the Sicels who 
occupied this place in Italy’.  It is not clear whether or not some indigenous 
women were kept for marriage and reproductive purposes, but it should not be 
ruled out. 
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Locri has been excavated more extensively than Taras, yet the finds are of little 
use to our analysis.  Locri (the cemeteries and sanctuaries in particular) were 
excavated by Paolo Orsi, beginning in 1890.262  As the excavation was so early, the 
excavation techniques were not as advanced as they have become, and as at other 
colonies such as Pithekoussai, Megara Hyblaea, and Syracuse, the bones from the 
graves were not considered important, and consequently, no attempts were made 
to determine the sex of the deceased.  Furthermore, Orsi’s excavations of Locri 
were not thoroughly published.  For example, at the Lucifero cemetery, 1675 
graves were excavated but only a mere 162 were published.263  As a result of this 
selectivity, the sex ratios of the deceased appear skewed.  The majority of the 
graves published by Orsi were those which were perceived to have interesting 
contents (grave goods).  These tended to be items such as toys, and objects 
associated with women, such as needle cases, mirrors, perfume jars, spindles, 
tweezers, or ointment boxes.  As a result, it is difficult to use archaeology to 
further explore the issue of intermarriage at Locri.  
Our understanding of the early settlement of Locri, as with Taras, relies 
overwhelmingly on literary evidence.  The literary evidence has a solid base in 
myth and seems to have served as an aetiological tale to explain the matrilineal 
succession of Locri.  Whatever the caveats, if such evidence is not contradicted by 
other material, the picture we have is that the Greek colonists included women as 
well as men and that the local population was driven away so that indigenous 
women were simply not available.  This conclusion can only be, at best, tentative. 
Metapontum 
The Greek colony of Metapontum, modern Metaponto, was founded in c. 650 BC 
by colonists from Achaia and Troizen in the northern Peloponnese.264  Located 
about 40 kilometres south west of Taras, the settlement covered an extensive area.  
The entire chora of Metapontum has been thoroughly assessed, aided by the fact 
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that the ancient city was abandoned in the fifth century BC and never reoccupied 
due to an ongoing threat of malaria.265   
Like the other South Italian colonies examined in this thesis, Metapontum’s 
foundation myths are complicated and difficult to follow.  Strabo (6.1.15) states 
that the Pylians, sailing home from the Trojan War, founded the city of 
Metapontum with king Nestor.  He also records an alternative tradition whereby 
Metapontum was founded by an Achaian, Leukippus, who acquired the site 
through tricking the Tarantines.  It is not imperative to analyse these foundation 
myths for the purposes of this thesis, but it is significant to note that the literary 
evidence does not allow for a specific group of Greeks to be identified as the ‘first’ 
Greeks in Metapontum.266  Carter believes that this is because the Greeks of 
Metapontum represented a variety of mother cities.267 
 The reasons for the foundation of Metapontum are not immediately obvious.  
Whitley points out that the settlement is not positioned near any trade routes, that 
it has only an average harbour, and is not situated near any natural resources which 
could have motivated Greek settlement.268  These factors, coupled with the 
knowledge that the Metapontine coin would later display an ear of wheat 
(symbolising agricultural prosperity),269 strongly suggest that Metapontum was 
settled simply to gain more agricultural land.  It also seems to have been, at least in 
part, settled with the intention of preventing further Tarentine expansion 
southward.270 
Metapontum was occupied prior to Greek arrival and the establishment of the 
colony.  Mycenaean pottery has been uncovered suggesting that there was contact 
between the indigenous population and some Greeks (if not something more 
permanent) as far back as the fourteenth to thirteenth centuries BC.271  Greek 
pottery dating to the eighth and seventh centuries BC has also been discovered, 
though it is not clear whether there was a permanent Greek presence at this time, 
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below). 
267 Carter (2006) 81. 
268 Whitley (2001) 125. 
269 Whitehouse & Wilkins (1989) 115. 
270 Malkin (1994a) 121.  
271 Carter (1998) 6. 
 70 
and if there was, what effect it might have had on the indigenous population.272  
The excavation of an Iron Age village at Incoronata (within Metapontum’s chora) 
has demonstrated that the indigenous settlement certainly had extensive contact 
with Greek traders, and probably also had some Greek inhabitants living within 
it.273  When the Greek colonists arrived subsequently, the indigenous population 
and the earlier Greeks already appear to have been coexisting peacefully, and there 
is little reason to assume that this would suddenly have changed.  If this was 
already the norm in the area, intermarriage was a definite possibility open to the 
colonists. 
The Pantanello Necropolis within the chora of Metapontum demonstrates some 
unusual features.  In particular, the focus of scholarship has centred on the skewed 
sex ratio: women outnumber men by 2:1.274  Biologically, males and females 
survive into adulthood in roughly equal numbers (taking into consideration 
exposure, death in warfare, death in childbirth, for example), so there must be 
another explanation for such an imbalance.275  One possibility is that men were 
buried in another, as yet unidentified, location away from their families.276  This 
skewed ratio has little relevance to the period of focus in this thesis; oligandria is 
given as a reason for the shortage of males in the cemetery, but this only became a 
problem in the fifth and fourth centuries BC, thus at least a century after the 
foundation.  Carter states that in the initial period, c. 600-501 BC, the sex ratio 
seems to be 1:1, though he admits that the sample size is extremely small and so it 
is not possible to get an accurate result.277  Consequently, while this is interesting 
to speculate about, it is important not to get sidetracked and to acknowledge that 
this has little to do with solving the questions at the heart of this thesis. 
Recently, intensive study from a scientific angle has been conducted on two of the 
populations within the chora of Metapontum (Pantanello and Crucinia).278  One 
study is of particular relevance, in which Henneberg assessed both the metric and 
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non-metric characteristics of teeth, and how these characteristics could be used as 
indicators of ethnicity and sexual dimorphism.279  In brief, the overall results of this 
analysis demonstrated that there was indeed a biological relationship between the 
Greeks living in Metapontum and the indigenous Italics, and that this relationship 
was more prevalent among those living within the chora of Metapontum than 
those living in the city itself.280  This suggests that intermarriage was more 
common in the country than in the urban environment.  This could in turn indicate 
that some Greek women were present in the city to allow for the less pronounced 
combination of characteristics.  We must recognise that this study looks at 
individuals not just from the period of foundation, but over a number of centuries.  
This still remains relevant, however, as it is possible to determine the extent of 
intermarriage over the years, and the evidence allows us to assume that 
intermarriage was also a feature of the earliest generations of analysis (the first 
generations of colonists).  
At Metapontum, therefore, there was a long period of interaction prior to the 
archaic colonisation of the Greeks.  After settlement there was a greater 
concentration of the newcomers in the countryside, easing their presence in a way 
that more forceful takeover in the chora might not. 
North Africa 
Cyrene 
Cyrene is located in North Africa, modern day Shahhat – Jabal al Akhdar.281  The 
settlement was founded by colonists from Thera in c. 630 BC.  Cyrene is one of 
the most well known of the Greek colonies, particularly due to an extensive 
discussion by Herodotus, who uses the Persian expedition to Libya in c. 514 BC as 
an opportunity to discuss his other knowledge of Libya.  The foundation of Cyrene 
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is particularly well documented, with Herodotus reporting two separate versions – 
one of the Theraeans (4.150-153) and one of the Cyrenaeans (4.154-156) – as well 
as a fourth century BC inscription purporting to be the foundation decree.282  There 
are also a number of references to intermarriage in later source material. 
Herodotus (4.151.1) reports the Theraeans’ belief behind the impetus for the 
foundation of Cyrene: 
ἑπτὰ δὲ ἐτέων µετὰ ταῦτα οὐκ ὗε τὴν Θήρην, ἐν τοῖσι τὰ δένδρεα 
πάντα σφι τὰ ἐν τῇ νήσῳ πλὴν ἑνὸς ἐξαυάνθη. χρεωµένοισι δὲ τοῖσι 
Θηραίοισι προέφερε ἡ Πυθίη τὴν ἐς Λιβύην ἀποικίην. 
For seven years following this, there was no rain at Thera and in that 
time all the trees on the island, except one, dried up.  The Pythia, who 
the Theraeans consulted, proposed a colony in Libya. 
Herodotus clearly states that the Theraeans believed the colonists set out from 
Thera because of drought.  If this was the case, it would be more likely that a cross 
section of the community would have left, including women, if not children as 
well, rather than just men alone.  But as will be shortly discussed, there are few 
indications that women and children accompanied the colonists.  Herodotus 
(4.156) tells us that in the Cyrenaean version of the story, when the colonists failed 
to settle in Libya, and attempted to return to Thera, the Theraeans refused to allow 
them back into the city, and indeed would not even let them land their boats.  This 
indicates that the relations between the colonists and the Theraeans were frosty.  
Accordingly, if we are to follow the Cyrenaean version, it is more likely that there 
was some sort of stasis in Thera, and that a group (possibly led by Battus) was, in 
effect, exiled.  This view is reflected in the scholiast to Pindar, Pythian Odes 4.10a 
(Menecles of Barca, FGrHist 270 F 6) where civil disruption caused the faction led 
by Battus to be driven from Thera. 
                                                
282 Osborne (2009) 12 argues that it is unsurprising that divergent accounts exist; it was 
advantageous for the Theraeans to uphold their links with their colony because it had become more 
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Herodotus (4.153) states that, accordingly to the Theraean version, the members of 
the colonising party were drawn by lot:283  
Θηραίοισι δὲ ἕαδε ἀδελφεόν τε ἀπ᾽ ἀδελφεοῦ πέµπειν πάλῳ 
λαγχάνοντα καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν χώρων ἁπάντων ἑπτὰ ἐόντων ἄνδρας.   
The Theraeans decided to send brother from brother, obtained by lot, 
men from all seven regions [in Thera].  
Cawkwell argues that the position of the word ἄνδρας in the sentence is emphatic 
and thus could be indicating that it was only men who went on the colonising 
expedition.284  The Foundation Decree of Cyrene (ML 5.27-30, or SEG 9.3.28-
31)285 similarly states that: 
…ἐπὶ κᾶι ἴσα[ι κ]|αὶ 
τᾶι ὁµοίαι πλὲν κατὰ τὸν οἶκον, υἱὸν δὲ ἕνα,καταλ[έ]|γεσθαί 
τ[ε ἀπὸ τῶγ χώρων ἁπάντων] τοὺς ἡβῶντας, καὶ τῶν [ἄλǁ‖λ]ων 
Θηραίων ἐλευθέρος, [ὅ καλῆι], πλέν… 
…They are to sail according to house, following both equal and similar 
terms, with one son picked out from each and free persons of the other 
Theraeans are to sail… 
Although no mention is made of intermarriage in either source, Marshall has 
suggested that in line with the exclusively masculine nature of the colonisation 
implied in the sources, marriage with indigenous women was a fundamental part 
of the process of the foundation.286  I am less convinced that such an argumentum e 
silentio provides a full answer.  That is to say, the lack of any mention of women 
does not necessarily mean that they were not involved in the process of 
foundation.287  
While the colonists seem to have blundered their way through the foundation, 
spending their first two years on the island of Platea (Herodotus 4.157) and a 
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190.  Also Graham (1960/2001) and Jeffery (1961) for discussion in favour of authenticity, and 
Dusanic (1978) for discussion against. 
286 Marshall (2004) 128. 
287 Graham (1981-82) 301. 
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further six years at a settlement called Aziris (Herodotus 4.158), their relations 
with the indigenous Libyans following this seem to have been friendly.  The 
interaction between the Greeks (Cyrenaeans) and indigenous populations 
(Libyans) is made clear in a number of sources.  Herodotus (4.189.1) presents this 
interaction as a two-way process stating, for example, that: 
τὴν δὲ ἄρα ἐσθῆτα καὶ τὰς αἰγίδας τῶν ἀγαλµάτων τῆς Ἀθηναίης ἐκ 
τῶν Λιβυσσέων ἐποιήσαντο οἱ Ἕλληνες. 
The Greeks copied the clothing and aegis of the statues of Athena from 
the Libyans. 
In addition, Herodotus (4.189.3) also states that the Libyans taught the Greeks to 
harness and drive the four-horse chariot.288  On the other hand, Herodotus 
acknowledges that the Greeks taught the Libyans many things, and the adoption 
and adaptation of customs was mutual.289  The Libyan tribe, the Asbystae, for 
example, is marked out by Herodotus (4.170) in the way that their general way of 
life imitated that of Cyrene closely.  Indeed, such was the relationship between the 
colonists and the Libyans that Herodotus (4.158) reports that the Libyans 
physically led the blundering colonists to the place of ultimate settlement.  
Admittedly, the Libyans seem to have ulterior motives for this action: they led the 
Theraeans in the dark so that they would be able to pass through the best parts of 
the country without them seeing it. 
There is further literary evidence specifically pointing to a strong tradition of 
intermarriage between the Greeks and the Libyan women at Cyrene which may 
have begun at the inception of the colony.  The third century BC poet, 
Callimachus, who came from Cyrene, claimed in his Hymn to Apollo (85-86):  
ὅτε ζωστῆρες Ἐνυοῦς ἀνέρες ὠρχήσαντο µετὰ ξανθῇσι Λιβύσσαις. 
The warrior-belted men of war [the colonists] danced with the golden-
haired Libyans.   
Scholars typically quote this short passage as evidence of some sort of interaction 
between the male colonists and the indigenous female Libyans (that could be 
                                                
288 Stucchi (1989) 83. Stucchi also analyses various representations of the quadriga in Cyrene, 
which back up the evidence in Herodotus, particularly their use as transport vehicles (rather than 
racing or war chariots). 
289 Applebaum (1979) 13. 
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explained by intermarriage).290  However, prostitution could also account for the 
interaction described, or the passage could be a military reference.   
Pindar’s Pythian (9.105-125) also illustrates a tradition (albeit rooted in myth) of 
intermarriage in Cyrene.  Pindar describes the marriage between the Cyrenaean 
Alexidamus and the unnamed daughter of the Libyan Antaeus.  Many Cyrenaeans 
had come hoping to marry the girl.  Antaeus decided to organise a race to decide 
which man would marry his daughter.  She was placed on the finish line, and the 
first man to touch her robes would become her husband.  Alexidamus won the race 
and the resulting wedding is described in order to glorify the city.  This story not 
only reports this instance of intermarriage, but could also be symbolic of 
intermarriage between Cyrenaean men and Libyan women more generally.291 
The late fourth century (321 BC) edict of Ptolemy I which established the 
constitution of Cyrene, proclaimed that the sons of Cyrenaean men and Libyan 
women should have full citizen rights (SEG 9.1.1-3).  This demonstrates that by 
the late fourth century BC intermarriage certainly occurred commonly, and indeed 
occurred despite restrictions prior to the passing of the edict.  On the other hand, 
however, it also suggests that prior to Ptolemy’s constitution, intermarriage only 
produced non-citizens.  Ptolemy’s edict could also, perhaps, indicate a continuous 
tradition of intermarriage at Cyrene.  This would appear to contrast with other 
Greek colonies, at least in terms of the limitations of scholarly discussion, where 
intermarriage is usually only suggested as a short-term solution to a lack of 
women, rather than an ongoing practice as is indicated in this edict. 
In 1960, Rosenbaum conducted a study of Cyrenaean portrait sculpture, comparing 
distinctive features of Greek figures versus Libyan.  For example, the features of 
CPS 1 (Figure 7), a Libyan man, are compared to non-Libyans CPS 188, 189, 190, 
191, and 199 (Figures 8 and 9).292  These examples each have features obviously 
not conforming to Greek, Roman, or Egyptian ethnic types, such as tight curly 
hair, full lips, and high, prominent cheekbones, that are instead apparent in CPS 1.  
From this, Rosenbaum concludes that: “that we find these traits at all is a proof of 
                                                
290 Marshall (2004) 129; Graham (1981-82) 296; Murray (1993) 115; Rouge (1970) 316. 
291 Marshall (2004) 129; Cawkwell (1992) 291; Calame (1990) 302-303. 
292 Rosenbaum (1960) 21. 
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the mixture of races that had taken place”.293  Many of these busts, however, date 
considerably after the period of foundation.  CPS 1 dates to the second half of the 
fourth century BC, while the majority of others (CPS 188, 189, 190, 191, and 199) 
date as late as the first century AD.  Therefore, like the edict of Ptolemy I, these 
busts are good evidence for intermarriage occurring at these times but we cannot 
necessarily conclude that intermarriage took place between the Theraean colonists 
and Libyans at the time of the colony’s foundation.  A limestone relief, dating to 
the Hellenistic period, depicting a female deity and a pastoral scene, also combines 
a mixture of Greek and Libyan elements which “surely reflects the good relations 
between the Greek and native populations of Cyrene” (Figure 10).294  While both 
the busts and the limestone relief are far too late to be conclusive evidence of 
intermarriage occurring at the time of foundation, they are indicative of a 
continuous practice of intermarriage (also indicated by Ptolemy’s edict, discussed 
above).  On the other hand, however, conclusions based on physical features for 
‘racial profiles’ are not necessarily sound.  
Herodotus (4.186) describes how the women of Cyrene observed certain food 
taboos, which were the same as those in Libya.295  
οὕτω µὲν µέχρι τῆς Τριτωνίδος λίµνης ἀπ᾽ Αἰγύπτου νοµάδες εἰσὶ 
κρεοφάγοι τε καὶ γαλακτοπόται Λίβυες, καὶ θηλέων τε βοῶν οὔτι 
γευόµενοι, διότι περ οὐδὲ Αἰγύπτιοι, καὶ ὗς οὐ τρέφοντες. βοῶν µέν 
νυν θηλέων οὐδ᾽ αἱ Κυρηναίων γυναῖκες δικαιοῦσι πατέεσθαι διὰ τὴν 
ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ Ἶσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ νηστηίας αὐτῇ καὶ ὁρτὰς ἐπιτελέουσι.  
Thus between Egypt and the Lake Tritonus are Libyan nomads who 
eat meat and drink milk, though they don’t eat cows nor rear swine, for 
the same reasons as the Egyptians.  The women of Cyrene don’t allow 
the consumption of cows because of Isis of Egypt, and also they 
honour her with fasts and festivals. 
This, of course, appears as a retrospective aetiological tale, characteristic of 
Herodotean writing, to explain why such a practice would exist in his own time.  
Despite this, by the fifth century BC when Herodotus was writing, the custom, 
whatever its origins, must have been practised by enough Libyan women that they 
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were able to influence Cyrenaean religious customs applying to eating rules and 
taboos.296  The custom is clear evidence of cross-cultural contact. 
Onomastic studies can further provide insight into the relationship between 
Cyrenaeans and Libyans.  The occurrence of a significant number of Libyan 
names in Cyrene’s inscriptions suggests, firstly, that the Libyans were integrated 
within Cyrenaean society, and secondly, that the Cyrenaeans and Libyans did 
indeed have close relations with one another, possibly including intermarriage. 297  
We should be mindful however, as Laronde puts it, “not everyone with a Libyan 
name is necessarily Libyan, nor does a Greek name imply a purely Greek origin of 
its bearer”.298 
Herodotus (4.155) had learned that ‘battus’ meant ‘king’ in the Libyan language 
and suggests accordingly that this may have been a title imposed on Battus later in 
his life (that is, once he was king in Cyrene).299  However, he also reports that 
Battus’ name could have been engendered from his supposed stammer, alluding to 
the verb βατταρίζειν meaning ‘to stammer’.300  As Applebaum points out, the first 
option, that Battus gained his name through his role as king, is in accordance with 
other sources (Diodorus 8.29; Pindar Pythian 5.87; SEG 9.189) who state that 
Battus originally possessed the name Aristoteles.301  
Another example of using onomastics to assess the relations between the 
Cyrenaeans and the Libyans is King Alazeir of Barca (another Greek colony in 
Libya).  Due to his name, he was originally thought to be a Libyan, but Herodotus 
(4.164.4) states that his daughter was the wife of Arcesilaus III (reigning 530-515 
BC) of Cyrene, to whom she was also related by blood, thus making her a member 
of the Battiad dynasty.  This suggests that either Alazeir was a Libyan and his 
daughter’s Battiad descent came from her mother; or that Alazeir was a Battiad 
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with a Libyan name.  The latter suggests that intermarriage could have occurred in 
an earlier generation, hence the Libyan name.302 
A second or first century BC list of 90 names found at el-Gubba, 44 kilometres 
east of Cyrene, gives us further insight into this issue.303  The names in the list, laid 
out in SEG 9.348, are probably too many to correspond to a group of magistrates, 
and instead, Laronde suggests that they are related to the optimum size of  a 
sedentary population that was able to live off the surrounding land.304  More central 
to our discussion, both the names and patronyms of individuals are given in this 
list.  The result of an analysis of these names leaves us with only seven individuals 
of indigenous (Libyan) origin, 19 individuals of Cyrenaean (Greek) origin, and the 
remainder indistinguishable.305  Even with such a large number of the total names 
being indistinguishable, this list provides a number of insights.  Firstly, it 
demonstrates that the community was indeed a mixed one.  Certainly Cyrenaeans 
and Libyans were living side by side, and it would not take much imagination to 
suppose some intermarriage may have taken place.  The origin of this list is 
important as it demonstrates that the Greek presence in Libya had dispersed 
significantly by the second century BC, at least from Cyrene to el-Gubba, and 
consequently it is possible to postulate that interpenetration with the indigenous 
population took place.306   
Despite all the evidence discussed above, it is difficult to draw any firm 
conclusions about intermarriage as a widespread practice at Cyrene’s inception.  
The evidence discussed so far covers dates from at least 200 years after the Greek 
colonists first arrived.  Although much of this presents intermarriage as likely, 
there are also indications in Herodotus that relations between the Greeks and 
Libyans may not have been as amicable as they appeared, discussed further below. 
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Herodotus (4.159.2-4) decribes the influx of new settlers to Libya and states that 
the newcomers were invited to take part in the division of land:307  
ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ τρίτου, Βάττου τοῦ εὐδαίµονος καλεοµένου, Ἕλληνας 
πάντας ὥρµησε χρήσασα ἡ Πυθίη πλέειν συνοικήσοντας Κυρηναίοισι 
Λιβύην.  ἐπεκαλέοντο γὰρ οἱ Κυρηναῖοι ἐπὶ γῆς ἀναδασµῷ, ἔχρησε δὲ 
ὧδε ἔχοντα, “ὃς δέ κεν ἐς Λιβύην πολυήρατον ὕστερον ἔλθῃ γᾶς 
ἀναδαιοµένας, µετὰ οἷ ποκα φαµὶ µελήσειν”. συλλεχθέντος δὲ ὁµίλου 
πολλοῦ ἐς τὴν Κυρήνην, περιταµνόµενοι γῆν πολλὴν οἱ περίοικοι 
Λίβυες. 
In the time of the third ruler, known as Battus the Fortunate, the Pythia 
gave an oracle urging all the Greeks to sail [to Cyrene] so as to dwell 
with the Cyrenaeans in Libya.  For the Cyrenaeans called them in to a 
land distribution. [The Pythia] proclaimed this: “whoever should go to 
much-loved Libya late [after the land had been distributed], I say to 
him that he will regret it forever”.  A great multitude gathered at 
Cyrene, cutting off much land from the neighbouring Libyans. 
Herodotus goes on to describe how relations between the Cyrenaean Greeks and 
the Libyans began to break down, with the loss of the latter’s land.  The Libyans, 
resenting the loss of their territory appealed both to their king, Adicran, and the 
Egyptian king Apries.  A battle at Irasa followed, and the Libyans and Egyptians 
were badly defeated by the Cyrenaeans.308  Such a breakdown of relations between 
the Cyrenaeans and Libyans could imply that intermarriage was less likely to 
occur at this time.   
Cyrene appears to have had a rapid population growth following this.  Herodotus 
(4.160) states that in the battle at Leucon, the Cyrenaeans lost as many as 7000 
hoplites.  While we must be wary of the accuracy of Herodotus’ figures, it is 
plausible that this could reflect a very large population expansion in the reign of 
Battus II and the early stages of the reign of his son, Arcesilaus II.309  Possibly this 
could be due to intermarriage, although for such a dramatic increase in such a 
short period of time, a considerable number of Cyrenaean Greek men would have 
married Libyan women near the start of Battus II’s twenty-odd year reign, so that 
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the offspring of these unions could be old enough to fight as hoplites in the Battle 
at Leucon.310  This does seem plausible.  Another way in which the population of 
Cyrene could have dramatically increased is by the inclusion of Libyans (males) 
within their own population count.  This seems unlikely due to the breakdown of 
relations between the two peoples during the reign of Battus II, leading to the 
Battle at Irasa. 
A further shipment of Greeks from the mainland during the reign of Battus II may 
have augmented Cyrene’s population.  The influx of mainland Greeks certainly 
was considerable enough to make an impact on the surrounding Libyans who were 
displaced from their land.  Thus, it seems reasonable to suppose that these new 
colonists could have significantly boosted the Cyrenaean population, to the extent 
that they had 7000 hoplites who died at Leucon.  In particular, an even greater 
number of mainland Greeks could have been absorbed into the population if they 
had settled into the wider territory surrounding Cyrene, not just the city itself.  The 
fact that the Greeks were invited to share in land distribution and that the oracle 
proclaimed that settlers should go to Libya (rather than Cyrene), could suggest that 
the Greeks were not merely contained within the city, Cyrene.  It would appear 
that the influx of Greek colonists could have boosted the population significantly.  
Of course, it is more likely that the population expansion was the result of a 
combination of some intermarriage together with a large number of settlers from 
Greece. 
At first glance, the evidence suggests that intermarriage between colonists and the 
indigenous women took place at Cyrene – the possibility that it was men alone 
who went on the initial colonising venture, the impacts of each society on the 
customs and practices of the other, the literary evidence, and the edict of Ptolemy I 
which may have been an attempt to regularise existing practice.  All these points 
argue in favour of intermarriage.  To counter that, the sudden increase in the 
number of colonists during the reign of Battus II and the subsequent breakdown in 
relationship between the two groups points, at the least, to a less favourable time 
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for intermarriage to occur.  On balance, however, and over time, intermarriage 
does seem rather more likely than not. 
Western Mediterranean 
Massalia 
Massalia, modern day Marseilles, is located in France.  Both Thucydides (1.13) 
and Strabo (4.1.4) tell us that Massalia was founded by the Phocaeans.  It appears 
to have been settled c. 600 BC, around the same time as Emporion (in Spain, 
discussed briefly in Chapter One).311  Massalia would later become one of the most 
important centres for trade and was the largest city in the Western Mediterranean 
(indigenous or Greek) until after the Roman conquest.312 
The literary evidence offers a clear example of intermarriage between the Greeks 
and the indigenous population.  Athenaeus (13.576a-b), quoting from Aristotle’s 
(now lost) Constitution of the Massaliotes, records the intermarriage between the 
indigenous king’s daughter and the Greek leader:   
Φωκαεῖς οἱ ἐν Ἰωνίᾳ ἐµπορίᾳ χρώµενοι ἔκτισαν Μασσαλίαν. Εὔξενος 
δὲ ὁ Φωκαεὺς Νάννῳ ὁ τῷ βασιλεῖ τοῦτο δ᾽ ἦν αὐτῷ ὄνοµα ἦν ξένος, 
οὗτος ὁ Νάννος ἐπιτελῶν γάµους τῆς θυγατρὸς κατὰ τύχην 
παραγενόµενον τὸν Εὔξενον παρακέκληκεν ἐπὶ τὴν θοίνην. ὁ δὲ γάµος 
ἐγίγνετο τόνδε τὸν τρόπον ἔδει µετὰ τὸ δεῖπνον εἰσελθοῦσαν τὴν παῖδα 
φιάλην κεκερασµένην ᾧ βούλοιτο δοῦναι τῶν παρόντων µνηστήρων ᾧ 
δὲ δοίη, τοῦτον εἶναι νυµφίον. ἡ δὲ παῖς εἰσελθοῦσα δίδωσιν εἴτε ἀπὸ 
τύχης εἴτε καὶ δι᾽ ἄλλην τινὰ αἰτίαν τῷ Εὐξένῳ: ὄνοµα δ᾽ ἦν τῇ παιδὶ 
Πέττα…ἔλαβεν ὁ Εὔξενος γυναῖκα καὶ συνῴκει µεταθέµενος τοὔνοµα 
Ἀριστοξένην. καὶ ἔστι γένος ἐν Μασσαλίᾳ ἀπὸ τῆς ἀνθρώπου µέχρι 
νῦν Πρωτιάδαι καλούµενον. Πρῶτις γὰρ ἐγένετο υἱὸς Εὐξένου καὶ τῆς 
Ἀριστοξένης. 
The Phocaeans of Ionia were traders and founded Massalia.  Euxenus 
of Phocaea was a guest-friend of King Nannus, which was actually his 
name.  Nannus was celebrating his daughter’s wedding, and since 
Euxenus happened to be there, he invited him to the feast.  The 
wedding was organised in this way: after the meal, going in, the girl 
was to give mixed wine to whichever suitor there she might want, and 
whoever she gave it to would be her bridegroom.  Having entered the 
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room, either by chance, or by some other reason, the girl gave it to 
Euxenus: her name was Petta…  Euxenus married the girl and set up 
dwelling, changing her name to Aristoxene. And there is a family in 
Massalia now descended from her, called the Protidae, for Protis was 
the son of Euxenus and Aristoxene. 
In this tradition, it is apparent that the Greek oikistes was a guest-friend of the 
indigenous leader.  This suggests that firstly, the area had been previously 
explored prior to Massalia’s establishment; and secondly, that the relationship 
between the oikistes and the indigenous king was a very friendly one, so much so 
that land was given to him to settle in the area that came to be known as Massalia.  
Archaeological exploration has not revealed any evidence of prior settlement on 
the site, so it appears that the land given to the Greeks was virgin.313  This is 
comparable to the founding of Megara Hyblaea in Sicily, discussed above.   
Similarly, summarising Pompeius Trogus, Justin (43.3.8-11) reports:  
Duces classis Simos et Protis fuere. Itaque regem Segobrigiorum, 
Nannum nomine, in cuius finibus urbem condere gestiebant, amicitiam 
petentes conveniunt.  Forte eo die rex occupatus in apparatu nuptiarum 
Gyptis filiae erat, quam more gentis electo inter epulas genero nuptum 
tradere illic parabat.  Itaque cum ad nuptias invitati omnes proci essent, 
rogantur etiam Graeci hospites ad convivium.  Introducta deinde virgo 
cum iuberetur a patre aquam porrigere ei, quem virum eligeret, tunc 
omissis omnibus ad Graecos conversa aquam Proti porrigit, qui factus 
ex hospite gener locum condendae urbis a socero accepit. 
The leaders of the fleet were Simos and Protis.  And so they met the 
king of the Segobrigi, whose name was Nannus, in whose territory 
they were eager to found a city, seeking friendship.  By chance that 
day, the king was busy with preparation for the wedding of his 
daughter Gyptis, whom by the custom of his race he was prepared to 
give as bride to one chosen from among the banquet guests as a son in 
law.  And thus, since all the suitors invited to the wedding were there, 
the Greeks were asked as guests to the feast.  Then, the girl was led in 
and commanded by her father to pass the water to whomever of the 
men she chose.  When she ignored everyone and went over to the 
Greeks, she passed the water to Protis, who, having gone from stranger 
to son-in-law, received a place from his father-in-law for his city to be 
founded.314  
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This passage has clear parallels with Athenaeus.  While the names differ (with 
Euxenus now called Protis, and Petta called Gyptis), the basic events are the 
same.315  It is interesting to note that the marriage between Protis and Gyptis does 
not appear to be forced; that is, she was not physically seized by him (compare, for 
example, the Sabine women).316  In the evidence it appears that Gyptis picked her 
own husband.  Furthermore, Justin clearly reports that all the colonists were 
invited, and so cannot be considered unwelcome.  Lyons has interpreted this 
marriage as a symbolic transmission of power, legitimising the Phocaeans’ claim 
to land surrounding their new settlement.317  
In direct contrast to this literary evidence indicating that intermarriage took place 
right from the start of the foundation of Massalia, we are also told by Strabo 
(4.1.4) that at least one woman was indeed taken from the homeland to the new 
settlement. 
ἀπαίρουσι γὰρ τοῖς Φωκαιεῦσιν ἐκ τῆς οἰκείας λόγιον ἐκπεσεῖν φασιν 
ἡγεµόνι χρήσασθαι τοῦ πλοῦ παρὰ τῆς Ἐφεσίας Ἀρτέµιδος 
λαβοῦσι…Ἀριστάρχῃ δὲ τῶν ἐντίµων σφόδρα γυναικῶν παραστῆναι 
κατ᾽ ὄναρ τὴν θεὸν καὶ κελεῦσαι συναπαίρειν τοῖς Φωκαιεῦσιν 
ἀφίδρυµά τι τῶν ἱερῶν λαβούσῃ: γενοµένου δὲ τούτου καὶ τῆς 
ἀποικίας λαβούσης τέλος, τό τε ἱερὸν ἱδρύσασθαι καὶ τὴν Ἀριστάρχην 
τιµῆσαι διαφερόντως ἱέρειαν ἀποδείξαντας. 
For, they say that when they were leaving their home, [the Pythia?] 
sent an oracle to the Phocaeans commanding them to take from 
Artemis of Ephesus a leader for the expedition… the goddess appeared 
in a dream to Aristarcha, [one] of the most honourable women, and 
told her to sail away with the Phocaeans, taking an image of the holy 
things: when these things had happened and the colony was founded, 
they set up the temple and honoured Aristarcha, appointing her 
priestess above all. 
This passage from Strabo clearly reveals that Aristarcha travelled with the 
colonists to Massalia.  However, Aristarcha is described as being ‘of the most 
honourable women’ thus distinguishing her from other women, most probably by 
her status and influence.318  Graham points out her exceptional position is 
emphasised by the fact that her name has been preserved in the record; other than 
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the names of the oikistai, it is rare for names to have been recorded.319  It also 
appears that Aristarcha was notable in this tale for being the only woman who 
accompanied the colonists on the voyage.  Indeed, Shepherd argues that these 
records of the activities of such females neither preclude nor include similar 
participation by other women.320  Either way, however, the actions of one woman 
(especially those of a priestess) cannot be extrapolated to all females. 
Graham argues that priestesses would always have been transported to the new 
colonies: “all Greek colonies would need Greek women in order to ensure a proper 
relation between the community and its gods, and it’s absurd to imagine that native 
women, who did not even speak Greek, could be entrusted with these important 
tasks.”321  In addition to Massalia, there is evidence that at Thasos a priestess 
named Kleoboia was also transported to the new colony.  Pausanias (10.28.3) 
describes a painting at Delphi by Polygnotus, depicting the girl in Charon’s boat 
holding a chest associated with Demeter on her lap, bolstering the opinion that 
Kleoboia was the first to bring the rites of Demeter from Paros to Thasos.  Graham 
argues that it was common for females to serve female deities, and males to serve 
male deities (with exceptions, of course), hence the importance of having Greek 
women in the colonies.322  That said, however, it does not mean that every single 
woman in a colony would need to be Greek – rather, one Greek priestess could be 
transported when required for religious purposes, and indigenous women used for 
marriage, reproductive, or other purposes.  Further, this line of argument does not 
consider the potential for syncretic religions, which would not necessarily require 
Greek women in the capacity Graham suggests. 
The literary evidence relating to Massalia thus leaves us with a dichotomy.  There 
is evidence in favour of intermarriage (Justin and Aristotle), and evidence 
revealing that women, or rather, at least one woman, was transported with the 
colonists to the new settlement (Strabo).  Dominguez suggests that the stories 
contained in Justin and Aristotle reflect the initial arrival of the Phocaeans in 
Massalia, whereas Strabo’s account relates to the later arrival of more Greeks once 
the new settlement had become more established (likely Phocaeans, following the 
                                                
319 Graham (1981-82) 302-303. 
320 Shepherd (2012) 220; Shepherd (1999) 270. 
321 Graham (1995) 13; see also Schaps (1979) 73 for the importance of women in Greek religion.  
322 Graham (1981-82) 304. 
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Persian conquest of their city; compare to Herodotus 1.164).323  On the other hand, 
however, Malkin states that Strabo’s use of the genitive absolute, τῆς ἀποικίας 
λαβούσης τέλος, is more indicative of the original foundation. 324  It has also been 
argued that the Aristarcha of this tale was a later invention to account for the 
presence of the Temple of Artemis of Ephesis at Massalia, and the consequent 
transference of cult.325  It is perhaps most significant that she was to serve a 
specific role in the new colony, as a priestess.  Many Greek priestesses were 
virgins, and as such, we could conjecture that Aristarcha was to remain a virgin, 
and cannot consequently be considered as a ‘Greek wife’ or a woman who could 
later become a wife, relevant to the question at the heart of this thesis. 
The archaeological exploration of Massalia has been hampered by modern 
settlement.  However, Shefton reports that archaeological investigation has 
demonstrated that prior to the Greeks’ arrival, the site was uninhabited (though 
there is evidence of an earlier Etruscan presence in the area dating to around the 
mid-seventh century BC).326  Archaeologically, it also appears that the Greek 
colonists and the indigenous population were fairly integrated.  Morel reports that 
local or indigenous pottery accounts for about 30% of the pottery thus far 
uncovered.327  This mix, according to Tsetskhladze, is due to the small chora of 
Massalia which encouraged close relations to ensure prosperity and survival of the 
colony.328  For Massalia, then, the main evidence is literary and this evidence 
suggests intermarriage, but that at least one woman, a priestess, accompanied the 
colonists.  The weight of this evidence, however, reinforced by archaeological 
finds, leans in favour of intermarriage. 
                                                
323 Dominguez (1999) 77.  Hodos (1999) 66 has suggested that priestesses joining protocolonists 
(that is, the second wave of colonists following the establishment of the settlement) was more 
common than just this instance. 
324 Malkin (1987) 70. 
325 Rouge (1970) 312; Shepherd (1999) 270.  See also Van Compernolle (1983) 1040. The 
connection between Massalia and the cult of Artemis of Ephesos is noted again by Strabo (4.1.4). 
326 Shefton (1994) 61. 
327 Morel (2006) 366. 
328 Tsetskhladze (2006c) lxv. 
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Black Sea 
Greek colonisation of the Black Sea region was highly prolific and its inclusion in 
an examination of archaic Greek colonisation should be imperative.  Yet, the 
Black Sea is also one of the most problematic areas of the Greek world to study.  
Until very recently geographical, social, and political factors have prevented 
extensive study of the Black Sea.  The Soviet Union closely controlled its territory 
which precluded many opportunities for excavation particularly by western 
scholars.329  Some limited excavation was carried out by eastern scholars, though 
this was performed without the ‘classics lens’ that one would usually expect of 
excavations of classical sites.330  In addition, there is little analysis of the 
archaeological evidence which makes interpretation challenging.  Furthermore, 
there was (and to a certain extent, still is) a very limited crossover of scholarship 
between eastern and western scholars, and any crossover is made more challenging 
by language barriers.331  Many western scholars do not read Russian, Ukranian, or 
Georgian (for example), and so there are few who are able to move seamlessly 
between the eastern and western scholarship.  Language differences and an 
apparently different (cultural) mentality make the countries surrounding the Black 
Sea seem even further away for western scholars.  They have been described by 
Heinen as ‘a different world’, leading to a tendency for many western scholars to 
ignore the Black Sea region altogether.332  Others tend to juxtapose it against the 
colonisation which took place in the west, as if it were a completely different 
process.333 
To complicate matters further, there are also archaeological difficulties in studying 
the Black Sea area, even now that it has been opened up for study.  On the 
Bulgarian and Romanian coasts, all the Greek cities (with the exception of Histria) 
                                                
329 Heinen (2001) 3. 
330 Tsetskhladze (1994) 112.  The eastern scholars had no, or very limited, access to western 
scholarship until the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991. 
331 Graham (1961) 194.  Scholars are beginning to make more of an attempt to combine their 
western and eastern efforts; this is particularly visible in the Colloquia Pontica series used in this 
thesis: Tuplin (ed) (2003); Tsetskhladze (ed) (2001); Solovyov (1999); and the work conducted by 
the Danish National Research Foundation’s Centre for Black Sea Studies: see 
http://www.pontos.dk/. 
332 Heinen (2001) 3. 
333 Petropoulos (2005) 6. 
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lie under modern cities making extensive excavation near impossible.334  On the 
Colchian (modern-day Georgian) coast, the Greek cities are yet to even be located 
archaeologically.  In addition, many of the excavations that have been completed 
have never been published (for example, many of the results from Berezan).335 
The area covered by the Black Sea itself has also fluctuated considerably over 
time.336  For example, at Olbia on the northern coast, the modern coastline is 400-
500 metres back from the ancient one, meaning parts of the ancient settlement are 
underwater.337  Multiple other settlements are also now submerged and require 
underwater exploration and excavation.338  This makes archaeological exploration 
more difficult, especially in instances where settlements (or parts of settlements) 
have fallen away into the water, effectively destroying the opportunity to study 
them in situ.339  
The reasons for the archaic colonisation of the Black Sea area are not immediately 
obvious.  Unlike the majority of other colonies discussed in this thesis, there are 
virtually no literary sources for the Black Sea that might proffer evidence to better 
assess this issue.  Herodotus has a limited focus in his description of Scythia, 
aiming to familiarise his audience with the physical area, rather than the Greek 
colonies or indigenous peoples (see, for example, 4.85-86 on the physical 
dimensions of the Black Sea, Bosporus, and Hellespont).340  Other authors, too, 
make passing references, such as Polybius’ (4.56) description of the city Sinope on 
                                                
334 Tsetskhladze (1998b) 18. 
335 Petropoulos (2005) 3. 
336 Shilik (1997) 115: “the global eustatic transgression resulted in a considerable rise in sea-level 
during Late Quaternary period by no less than 110-120 m over the past 20 ka, from the Last Glacial 
Maximum to the present day.  Minor oscillations are distinguishable against the background of this 
general trend, their frequency being 1500/2000 years and their amplitude exceeding 10 m.”  Such 
oscillations are clearly visible in the Black Sea. 
337 Tsetskhaladze (1998b) 19. 
338 Some limited underwater exploration has been conducted; for example Lapin in 1961 led a team 
from Moscow in underwater excavation of Berezan.  However, Nazarov (1997) 133 reveals that it 
was limited by insufficient equipment and experience, coupled with poor visibility, leaving the 
team to primarily establish sea depth and sediment thickness.  Some further exploration has been 
conducted since but the results of this are limited to those who have an understanding of Cyrillic 
languages. 
339 For example, at Berezan, some archaeological deposits are visible in the sides of the sea cliff, 
and other finds have been made by local fisherman off the coast.  See Nazarov (1997). 
340 Petropoulos (2005) 1.  Herodotus’ discussion on the Black Sea has been questioned, in terms of 
whether he claimed he went there, and whether he did in reality.  Armayor (1978) 62 argues that “if 
Herodotus went to the Black Sea at all, his narrative bears little or no relation to whatever his 
travels may have been…Herodotus drew heavily on previous Greek traditions of the north when he 
came to build these claims”.  See also West (2007). 
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the southern coast.  Unfortunately, none of these various pieces of literary 
evidence look at Greek colonies or colonisation directly, or even indirectly.  
Roebuck argued in 1959 that the main reason behind Greek colonisation in the 
Black Sea area was an interest in metal particularly in the south and east,341 and an 
interest in the grain of the north.342  This argument was held to be true for many 
years, until a study by Tsetskhladze and Treister in 1995 established that the area 
surrounding the Black Sea was not in fact rich in metals, and crucially, that the 
Milesians (who instigated several colonies in the region) had access to various 
natural resources much closer to home.343  The presumed interest in grain has also 
been discounted.  Pashkevich demonstrated that the Greek colonists did not plant 
crops that were indigenous to the Black Sea but instead brought familiar crops 
with them from the mainland.344  Furthermore, it is unlikely that any large exports 
of grain were made until a much later period, as the total population of the various 
Greek colonies must have been very small.345  Therefore, it seems unlikely that the 
push to colonise the Black Sea region was due to the desire to exploit resources.   
We know that the situation in the homeland was often the impetus for colonisation.  
Megara, for example, suffered the loss of some land to their dominating 
neighbours, the Corinthians and Athenians, in the seventh and sixth centuries 
BC.346  It is possible that the main driving force for the Megarians to colonise was 
to satisfy their land hunger and replace lost land, most notably by settling at 
Heraclea Pontica.  Without more detailed literary evidence, however, it is near 
impossible to become more certain of the reasons behind the colonisation of the 
Black Sea. 
It is also difficult to assess the relationship between the Greek colonists and the 
indigenous populations.  Petropoulos notes that modern Scythian specialists argue 
against the existence of a permanent (settled) indigenous population along the 
northern coast of the Black Sea.347  Herodotus (4.127.1-2) addresses this issue, 
                                                
341 Roebuck (1959) 87-103. 
342 Roebuck (1959) 116-130. 
343 Tsetskhladze & Treister (1995); Tsetskhladze (1995); Tsetskhladze (2006c) xxix. 
344 Pashkevich (2001).   
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citing a message from Idanthyrsus, the Scythian king, given to the Persian king 
Darius:  
πρὸς ταῦτα ὁ Σκυθέων βασιλεὺς Ἰδάνθυρσος λέγει τάδε. ‘οὕτω τὸ 
ἐµὸν ἔχει, ὦ Πέρσα. ἐγὼ οὐδένα κω ἀνθρώπων δείσας ἔφυγον οὔτε 
πρότερον οὔτε νῦν σὲ φεύγω, οὐδέ τι νεώτερον εἰµὶ ποιήσας νῦν ἢ καὶ 
ἐν εἰρήνη ἐώθεα ποιέειν.  ὅ τι δὲ οὐκ αὐτίκα µάχοµαι τοι, ἐγὼ καὶ 
τοῦτο σηµανέω. ἡµῖν οὔτε ἄστεα οὔτε γῆ πεφυτευµένη ἐστί, τῶν πέρι 
δείσαντες µὴ ἁλῷ, ἢ καρῇ ταχύτερον ἂν ὑµῖν συµµίσγοιµεν ἐς 
µάχην…  
To this the Scythian king, Idanthyrsus replied: ‘Persian, this is my 
practice.  I have never yet fled from any man in fear, not before, nor do 
I flee from you now.  I am not doing anything now other than I am 
accustomed to.  As to why I don’t fight you forthwith, I will tell you.  
We have neither towns, nor cultivated land, [so that] fear of losing it or 
[seeing it] ravaged, might bring us together to hasty battle.’ 
Herodotus notes that the Scythians (and indeed the Thracians and Getae too) were 
essentially a nomadic people; seemingly even more so than those of Libya.348  
They did not appear to form any sort of homogenous ethnic group.349  Herodotus 
(4.81.1) himself seems confused about their numbers, and even about who counted 
as a Scythian and who did not:  
πλῆθος δὲ τὸ Σκυθέων οὐκ οἷος τε ἐγενόµην ἀτρεκέως πυθέσθαι, ἀλλὰ 
διαφόρους λόγους περὶ τοῦ ἀριθµοῦ ἤκουον: καὶ γὰρ κάρτα πολλοὺς 
εἶναι σφέας καὶ ὀλίγους ὡς Σκύθας εἶναι.  
I was not able to learn exactly how numerous the Scythians are, but I 
heard different accounts about their numbers: for [some say] they are 
very numerous, and [some say] they are few, as Scythians. 
The interpretation of the Scythians as nomads is not straightforward.  Petropoulos 
suggests it is likely that the Greeks brought wives with them to this area, given that 
the contact between the settling Greek colonists and the roaming nomads was 
presumably minimal.350  This is an attractive proposal, although we cannot be sure 
of the degree of contact one way or another.  
                                                
348 See also Herodotus (4.2.2) where in reference to the Scythian treatment of their slaves and 
prisoners of war, he comments that: οὐ γὰρ ἀρόται εἰσὶ ἀλλὰ νοµάδες. 
349 See Herodotus (4.17-27; 99-117) for some distinctions. 
350 Petropoulos (2005) 124. 
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One of the best excavated areas in the Black Sea region includes Olbia and modern 
day Berezan, both located in the north.351  Berezan is thought to be the Milesian 
colony, Borysthenes, and is often described as the oldest colony in the northern 
Black Sea.352  Both settlements are notable for a number of ‘dugout’ buildings 
(Figure 11).  These were each 100-262 square metres and appear to have contained 
a number of domestic areas (both work and living) all centred around an interior 
courtyard.353  Previously these have been interpreted as temporary living structures 
for the new colonists.354  However, Solovyov has postulated that it is unlikely that 
every single one of these structures was used by the colonists, given their 
relatively great number; instead, he believes that only two or three were occupied 
by the Greeks.355  This is hard to reconcile with the notion conveyed in the literary 
evidence that the indigenous peoples of this area were nomads.356  However, it is 
possible that the area and its inhabitants were sufficiently unknown to the Greeks 
(at least in so far as they convey to us in the extant literary evidence, for example 
Herodotus 4.81.1 discussed above), and plausible that the indigenous population 
                                                
351 Excavations were begun at the end of the nineteenth century; however, these have been halted a 
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unpublished, and now have been separated from the actual burial finds.   
352 Solovyov (2001) 117.  There is, however, some debate as to the ancient name of this settlement. 
Solovyov (1998) 205, for example, uses the name Borysthenes interchangeably for both Berezan 
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the two cannot be distinguished archaeologically.  Graham (1982) 125 argues that Olbia and 
Berezan were settled concurrently, however his (1994/2001) publication acknowledges that his 
argument has been universally rejected by Russian scholars. 
353 Solovyov (2001) 129.  These buildings were probably single storey, but as Solovyov points out, 
it is not possible to exclude the presence of a second storey. 
354 See especially Kuznetsov’s (1999) chapter which asseses this issue; also Tsetskhladze (1998b) 
20, 44; Kryzhitskii (2007) 19;   
355 Solovyov (2001) 126-128; 131.  This view is also formed by later changes taking place in the 
third quarter of the sixth century BC when many of the dugouts were filled in, having been recently 
surrendered by their occupants.  This occurred concurrently with other changes to the cultural face 
of Berezan.  This ‘urbanisation’, Solovyov believes, can only have taken place as a result of mass 
immigration and the organisation of the organs of government. Kryzhitskii (2006) 108 states that 
these dugouts cannot be used as indicators of ethnicity given their status as “structures of a 
transient character”. 
356 Buyskikh (2007) 24-26 considers Solovyov’s above revision of the scholarship to be “absurd”, 
and argues that Solovyov used an unreliable methodology and ignored the broader picture where 
such dugouts had been found in other early Greek settlements in the wider region. 
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was not a homogenous group, so that some were nomads and others were not.  If 
we are to agree with Solovyov’s interpretation of the dugouts, it seems that there 
was certainly some interaction between the indigenous peoples living in the 
dugouts and the Greek colonists.357  Furthermore, Petropoulos reports that some 
indigenous handmade pottery, dating from the second half of the sixth century BC, 
was found adjacent to Greek pottery.  This could suggest that indigenous 
Scythians were living alongside the Greek colonists.  The interpretation of the 
dugouts, in particular, can only be tentative, as like the fibulae, they are poor 
indicators of ethnicity. 
Petropoulos postulates that given the relatively early period of contact, it is 
possible to assume that the relations between the Greek colonists and the various 
indigenous peoples were friendly, or at least not actively hostile.358  The traces of 
fire found at some Greek settlements in the Black Sea, dating to the beginning of 
the fifth century BC, are thought to indicate the breakdown of relations between 
the indigenous population and the Greek settlers.359 
Lack of literary evidence and limited access to eastern scholarship relating to 
archaeological discoveries mean that it is very difficult to reach an informed view 
about the nature of the relationsip between the Greek colonists and the indigenous 
populations in the Black Sea, and so even harder to assess the likelihood that 
intermarriage would have occurred.  Clearly, the colonies of this region present a 
rich resource for further study, not only of the relationship between Greek settlers 
and the indigenous peoples, but of the region more generally as an important 
centre of the ancient world in its own right. 
                                                
357 Buyskikh (2007) 27 admits that the potential coexistence of Greeks and non-Greeks is still a 
controversial view that eastern scholars are reluctant to subscribe to. 
358 Petropoulos (2005) 27. 
359 Petropoulos (2005) 28. 
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CONCLUSION 
The picture of Greek colonisation that we can achieve will, 
therefore, always be drawn in rather broad lines, and the 
task of the historian is continually to try to improve the 
quality and validity of these rather general constructions.360 
– A. J. Graham 
This statement, made by Graham in 1971, demonstrates strikingly clear perception 
of the issues for the time it was made.  It remains a fitting explanation of the 
struggles surrounding the study of Greek colonisation and an accurate description 
of the role that scholars must play in order to further scholarship and 
understanding.  Consequently, in this conclusion I will focus on drawing together 
some common threads from my consideration of the relationship between Greeks 
and indigenous peoples in general, and in relation to the individual colonies 
discussed in the previous chapter.  It is crucial to note, however, that each colony 
must continue to be assessed on its own merits; for the differences between each 
colony, each region, each mother city, and so on, are endless, ruling out any idea 
that the ‘Greek colonies’ can be considered a coherent and uniform phenomenon. 
The tendency for new colonists to first settle on an island or another easily 
defensible place before relocating to their final settlement was common among the 
colonies discussed in this survey.  This was observed definitely at Syracuse with 
Ortygia as the preliminary settlement; at Cyrene with the island Platea prior; and at 
Taras with Satyrion.  Arguments have also been made that Pithekoussai was an 
island settlement before colonists moved to the Italian mainland to settle at 
Cumae.361  The situation with Borysthenes (or the island Berezan) and Olbia in the 
Black Sea is less clear, although some scholars have argued in favour of this 
process there too.362 
We may only speculate about the reasons for these actions.  It seems likely that 
these colonists first chose to settle on an island (with the exception of 
Satyrion/Taras) because islands are inherently easily defensible places.  Logically, 
                                                
360 Graham (1971) 36.  
361 See footnote 138 above. 
362 Domanskij & Marcenko (2003). 
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it seems likely that this was a good opportunity to assess the surrounding territory, 
and locate and assess an appropriate place for permanent settlement.  Importantly, 
it could also provide a suitable means to establish relations with the indigenous 
population inhabiting the area.  Perhaps it also enabled a first occasion to 
intermarry.  This may have involved forcing the indigenous population from its 
territory, or establishing some sort of friendly relationship conducive to 
coexistence.  The process often appears obscure.  In the case of Ortygia/Syracuse, 
the indigenous population was driven out of its lands (Thucydides 6.3.2), whereas 
at Platea/Cyrene, the indigenous population helped the Theraean colonists find the 
location of their final settlement (Herodotus 4.158).  Both colonies began life on 
an island but their subsequent histories differed dramatically.  Accordingly, it is 
very difficult to reach any general conclusion about any impact that settling on an 
island prior to the mainland could have had on the likelihood of intermarriage 
taking place.   
Instead, the process of initially settling an easily defensible place before 
establishing the colony proper seems to speak more to the type of venture that the 
colonists were undertaking.  Often such island settlements provided reconnaisance.  
The Greeks made their first moves toward settlement understanding that some sort 
of military action might be necessary.  If so, can we assume that women would be 
less likely to accompany these expeditions and therefore that Greek wives (or 
more generally, Greek women) did not accompany the men on the journey?363  For 
example, at Syracuse (although the evidence is not entirely clear), it appears that 
the relationship between the Corinthian colonists and the indigenous population 
was considerably more hostile leading to the expulsion of the indigenous 
population and/or their subsequent subjugation by the newcomers.  Obviously 
there are many limitations to this hypothesis.  Is it really possible that the colonists 
knew whether their venture would involve military action prior to leaving their 
mother city?  This would require a great deal of knowledge about their new 
destination.  Some prior knowledge was not an unreasonable expectation, 
particularly with the colonies that appear to have been founded with the intention 
of utilising natural resources nearby or those established for trade purposes.  On 
                                                
363 Diodorus Siculus (20.41.1), writing about the Hellenistic period, associates the presence of 
women and children in an army as being like a colonising expedition, and their absence as a sign of 
a military campaign.  This is not necessarily good evidence for the colonies of the archaic period. 
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the other hand, however, some colonies such as Cyrene appear to have been 
founded with little or no prior knowledge of the new lands, or even of where 
exactly they were setting sail for.  
Some colonies were settled on so-called ‘virgin land’ while others were 
established where there were already existing indigenous settlements.  The precise 
reasons behind this difference may never be known (or indeed if there was a 
specific reason beyond convenience or exigency), but it is interesting to reflect on 
what impact these various actions may or may not have had on the indigenous 
populations and how they affected the Greek-indigenous relationship, and 
accordingly the likelihood of intermarriage. 
When colonies were founded on virgin land, it is important to identify whether or 
not that land was given to the Greeks by the indigenous population.  Pithekoussai 
is relatively obscure on this point.  Megara Hyblaea, Massalia, and Cyrene, 
however, were each definitely settled on virgin land.  In the case of Megara 
Hyblaea there is debate over exactly how the verb προδίδωµι used by Thucydides 
(6.4) to describe the Sicel king Hyblon’s action should be translated.  The various 
options have already been extensively discussed, but I interpret Hyblon’s actions 
as completely willing on his part though with the acknowledgement that there may 
have been ulterior motives behind the gift alongside sheer generosity.  
Furthermore, it seems that the Greek colonists and the indigenous Sicels had a 
good relationship that probably involved intermarriage.  Massalia, too, has fairly 
convincing literary evidence (Athenaeus 13.576a-b; Justin 43.3.5-11) which 
reports the marriage between the Greek oikistes and the indigenous king’s 
daughter, and states that land was also given as a part of this arrangement.  Finally, 
at Cyrene (the colony with the most compelling evidence in favour of 
intermarriage) the Theraean colonists were physically led to the site of their 
settlement by Libyan guides (Herodotus 4.158).  Accordingly, it appears that in 
many cases where the Greek colonies were settled on virgin land, it was given to 
them by the indigenous population (or their leader).  Furthermore, the gift of land 
to the Greeks seems to have encouraged a good relationship between the colonists 
and indigenous peoples and consequently led to intermarriage between the two.  
But can the opposite scenario also be said to be true? 
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Morgantina, Metapontum, Syracuse, Taras, and Locri were all colonies founded on 
land already occupied by another population.  Morgantina and Metapontum stand 
apart from the others due to the fact they do not seem to have ever had a ‘formal 
foundation’.  That is, while there is a definite record of the continued occupation 
of their respective sites, it is not clear when the various Greek groups first arrived.  
By contrast, the arrival of colonists in Syracuse, Taras, and Locri is explicit in the 
literary record.  More importantly, at each of these colonies, the newly arriving 
colonists are said to have driven away or ejected the respective indigenous 
populations who had been living on the land.  On the surface, at Taras and Locri in 
particular, there is some evidence pointing to the presence of Greek women (or in 
the case of Taras, a woman) at the foundation of the colony.  This conflicts with 
the assumption previously raised that women were less likely to accompany men 
on ventures which involved military action.  On the other hand, however, the 
evidence for both Taras and Locri seems to have its tradition rooted in myth and 
certainly in the case of Locri (Polybius 12.5.3-11) the tradition may have served a 
later political purpose.  Furthermore, Taras is linked to the presence of only one 
woman at the foundation (Pausanias 10.5-8) – a woman of exceptional status being 
the oikistes’ wife.  Consequently, these examples can neither be used to argue in 
favour of many Greek women being present, nor to definitely rule out the 
possibility of intermarriage.  
The passage of time has obscured much about the specifics of each colonial 
venture.  With the exception of Cyrene, we are left to piece together small 
fragments of various traditions to try and develop a fuller picture.  We lack names 
in the record other than the occasional reference to an oikistes.  Curiously, of the 
few names that we do have, only two of these belong to women and both of these 
were priestesses – Aristarcha of Massalia recorded in Pausanias 10.28.3, discussed 
extensively in the previous chapter; and Kleoboia of Thasos recorded in Strabo 
4.1.4.  Above all, this points to an argument about the importance of women in 
religion, and more specifically, of Greek women in Greek religion.364   
                                                
364 Graham (1981-82) strongly follows this line of argument; that the Greek colonists must have 
taken Greek women with them otherwise there would have been cult roles left unfulfilled.  
Although a role for women in religion should not be discounted, I do not accept the argument as it 
stands (or, in its entirety), especially as the colonies were seen to have taken on characteristics 
(including religious ones) of their new environment.  
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Many of the foundation tales which we use as evidence are almost certainly 
invented at a later date (that is, long after the colony’s foundation), invented to 
give the ‘mixed bag’ of peoples a common and precise origin.365  The precise 
reason for creating the tales is seldom obvious but we must assume that such 
stories always had the potential to hold an ulterior motive or to have undergone 
transformation as they were passed down the generations.  The literary evidence is 
thus perhaps more disappointing and limited than we might have initially 
imagined.  For this reason, archaeological evidence has acquired new importance 
in the second half of the twentieth century.  Continued excavation, and the 
application of modern analytical techniques will be important to strengthen our 
knowledge of the colonies, in conjuction with the various pieces of literary 
evidence.  Much more study also needs to be undertaken of indigenous 
populations and their practices, so that we might better compare them with the 
Greeks in the colonies.  
The pitfalls of a heavy reliance on archaeology, however, were revealed in Chapter 
Three.  Excavations tend to largely centre on the necropoleis of settlements, due to 
the fact that domestic environments tend to be less well preserved and 
distinguishing female from male is even less clear.366  Within the necropoleis, the 
fibulae associated in particular with the Italic colonies of Pithekoussai, Syracuse, 
and Megara Hyblaea demonstrated the dangers associated with trying to use 
archaeology as an indicator of identity or ethnicity.  Buchner’s well-known and 
well-regarded hypothesis argued that the presence of Italic fibulae as opposed to 
the typical Greek straight pins indicated that the wearers were no longer wearing 
the traditional Greek Doric peplos and therefore that they were not Greek 
women.367  This argument is questionable even for the colony for which it was 
initially proposed, Pithekoussai, but becomes even more problematic in relation to 
the fibulae of other colonies.  At both Syracuse and Megara Hyblaea fibulae do 
feature, but they appear less frequently than the traditional straight pins.  
Furthermore, they seem to have had less of a practical function than their straight 
                                                
365 Malkin (2002b) 196. 
366 Desborough (1976) 27-28.  Within the oikos, Nevett (1994) 99 demonstrates that evidence of 
gender separation is very limited.  Nevett (1999) 127-153 argues that the Greek house in Sicily was 
considerably less structured than those in the mainland, with most rooms being multifunctional, 
and as a result, there is little to differentiate archaeologically the separation between the male and 
female parts of the household. 
367 Buchner (1979) 135. 
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counterparts which were often found in pairs in graves on the shoulders of the 
deceased indicating that they were buried wearing the pins.  Buchner’s hypothesis 
would lead to the conclusion that the women at Syracuse and Megara Hyblaea 
were in fact Greek, rather than indigenous.  While the evidence at Syracuse is 
inconclusive, at Megara Hyblaea there is fairly convincing evidence that the 
relations between the colonists and the indigenous Sicels were friendly, and as 
such that intermarriage more than likely occurred, which is difficult to reconcile 
with Buchner’s hypothesis.   
The serpentine fibulae associated with males are also difficult to fit within 
Buchner’s theory.  No one appears to have suggested that these could have 
belonged to indigenous males, but how else are we to interpret them if we follow 
Buchner’s hypothesis to its logical conclusion?  The existence of serpentine 
fibulae emphasises how important it is not to use fibulae to determine ethnicity or 
identity.  The presence of fibulae can be no more an argument in favour of 
intermarriage than the occurrence of straight pins is against it.  Other than the 
evidence pointing to the manufacture of fibulae at Pithekoussai, there is little else 
to suggest that the fibulae could not have been sourced from elsewhere through 
trade.368  This appears to be more likely until we discover other metal depositories 
in Sicily and evidence of metal-working.  This is not to say, however, that we 
should rule out the possibility that both Greeks and indigenous people could have 
lived in the same settlements concurrently, accounting for the presence of both 
fibulae and straight pins. 
The unsuccessful attempt to use archaeology as an indicator of ethnicity is also 
apparent at Morgantina and Metapontum.  At both these sites a plethora of Greek 
pottery has been uncovered along with considerable amounts of indigenous ware.  
On the one hand, this mixture of pottery could be an indicator of the indigenous 
peoples and Greeks living side by side.  On the other hand, however, the presence 
of Greek pottery is not necessarily indicative of the presence of Greek people as 
such objects can be easily acquired in great numbers through trade.  Without the 
                                                
368 Hodos (1999) 74: “intermarriage can be dismissed in favour of trade as an explanation of how 
the Greeks in Sicily obtained their fibulae”.  I do not wish to argue that trade and intermarriage 
mutually exclude each other, but I suggest that trade was certainly a factor in the presence of these 
fibulae being found at colonial sites. 
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use of DNA testing, archaeology is therefore a poor indicator of ethnicity and 
identity. 
While Osborne’s (1998) call for the eradication of colonisation from history books 
seems drastic, his underlying point is cogent and ought to be taken seriously.  
Colonisation cannot continue to be considered a uniform phenomenon and neither 
can the settlement of archaic colonies be evaluated in a similar way to eighteenth 
and nineteenth century colonisation.  In the same way that each colony has 
different foundation dates, different mother cities, different foundation stories, and 
is settled in different locations for different reasons, so perhaps too the source of 
women for each colony also differed.  Given these differences and uncertainties, 
broad conclusions about intermarriage as a widespread practice are as risky as 
broad conclusions about women and men travelling together in a joint colonial 




















































Figure 2: Example of straight pin from Greece 
 
Inv. No: 86.009, The University of Queensland Collection, c. seventh-sixth 
century BC, 10 mm diameter, 135 mm length. 
Figure 3: Italic fibulae types – Nos 1-3: navicella fibulae; no 4: leech fibula; 
no 5: serpentine fibula; no 6: animal fibula; nos 7-8: bone and amber fibulae 
(drawings by Orsi 1895, based on fibulae from Syracuse) 
 
 
Image from: Shepherd, G. (1999) ‘Fibulae and Females’, in Tsetskhladze, G. R. 
(ed) Ancient Greeks West and East, Leiden: Brill, p. 279. 
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mainly superficial damage caused by planting vines 
(Fig. 4). The Greek settlement at Mazzola was 
preceded by a Bronze Age Apennine Culture settle- 
ment: as in the dump on Monte di Vico, there is no material that can be assigned to the pre-hellenic 
native Iron Age (as found at Castiglione d'Ischia: BPI 1936-37, 65 ff.). On the second of the three terraces which make up 
the site, a southerly retaining wall delimits the area 
excavated towards the steep slope of the hill; to the 
west, a chaotic mass of boulders is probably the result 
of earthquakes during the site's history. A second 
retaining wall (north-west-south-east) separates this 
middle terrace from the third and lowest. 
No trace of building has been found on the upper- 
most terrace. During the 1969 and 1970 campaigns, 
three complete structural units were revealed on the 
second terrace, and one on the lowest terrace. These 
all belonged to the earliest attested period at the site. In 1971, still on the lowest terrace, we found a further 
building of the eighth century, and part of another 
that can be dated to the first half of the sixth century 
(neither of these are shown on the plan, Fig. 5). The sixth-century building is made of more or less 
well squared blocks of green Epomeo tufa-a material 
and technique quite unknown in the earlier period. 
Only one building, apsidal Structure I, seems to 
have been intended for living in: it consists of a large 
rectangular room with a smaller room at the north- 
west end, which has a curving external wall. This is 
also the only building so far that shows no trace of 
subsequent transformation or reconstruction. Frag- 
ments of a number of more or less complete vases, 
including the crater, Fig. 6 (the unillustrated reverse 
is almost entirely preserved), were found on the floor, 
in which was also embedded a whole rough cooking- 




Image from: Buchner, G. (1970-71) ‘Recent Work a Pithekoussai (Ischia), 1965-
71’, Archaeological Reports 17, p. 65. 
Figure 5: Miscast fibula found in Structure IV 
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destruction-perhaps by earthquake and falling boulders. 
Unlike Structure I, the other buildings are all con- cerned in one way or another with metal-working. Structure III, modified more than once, was a black- 
smith's workshop. The post-hole pattern shows that 
only the western side was covered: at the other side 
was an open courtyard, the middle of which was 
heavily burnt-which suggests that here was the site 
of the forge. The two successive floor-levels pro- duced many pieces of bloom and iron-slag, and the 
actual floor surfaces were impregnated with in- 
numerable tiny iron fragments. 
Structure IV originally had an oval plan in the 
LG I period; it was later reconstructed, partly re- 
using the same foundations, as a rectangular building. 
Here too we seem to have some sort of forge rather 
than a domestic oven: a rectangular arrangement of 
heavily burnt mud bricks belongs to the last phase 
of the structure, and near it were found in situ two 
big flat polished pieces of hard phonolith that look 
like anvils. In addition to iron, other metals were 
worked here as well: especially bronze. The detritus 
that accumulated outside this building included 
numerous snippets of bronze sheet and wire, a small 
to suppose that it is to be associated with the earlier 
period-in fact to the last phase of the building's function as a workshop, where precious metals might well have been worked. 
It should be pointed out that, even though the Mazzola site seems to be a metal-working quarter, metal must also have been worked on the acropolis as well. The dump on the east slope of Monte di Vico produced a quantity of blooms and iron-slag, and a few bellows-mouthpieces ('tuyeres': Dialoghi di 
Archeologia iii: 1-2, 1969, fig. 26)-as well as a piece of iron mineral in its natural state (pure hematite) that can definitely be assigned to the Rio Marina 
deposit on the island of Elba (analysis by Professor G. Marinelli, University of Pisa). The pottery. Most of the vast quantity of pottery found at Mazzola does not appear to be connected 
directly with the history of the buildings in which it 
was found. It seems rather to have been brought 
from the nearby inhabited areas along with earth 
intended to raise the levels of the floors in the succes- 
sive periods of the work-shops. This accounts for the otherwise disturbingly frequent phenomenon of 
joins betweens sherds from widely separated contexts. 
Considered as a whole, the pottery from Mazzola 
and from the du p on Monte di Vico is notably 
different from that found in the Valle San Montano 
cemetery. Certain types that occur regularly in the 
cemetery are virtually absent outside it: and vice 
versa. Mazzola and Monte di Vico have produced 
a minuscule quantity of the small closed perfume vases 
(including squat lekythoi) that are the hall-mark of 
LG II in the cemetery: on the other hand, the two 
'domestic' sites abound in fragments of large painted, 
and frequently figured, craters and amphoras. These in turn are comparatively rare in the cemetery, 
and in any case are so far confined to the cremation 
tombs: the painted craters are smaller, and painted 
amphoras are used only very exceptionally for the 
enchytrismos burials (normally deposited in amphoras 
and pithoi of coarse unpainted impasto). The image of the pottery in use at Pithekoussai 
during the second half of the eighth century has thus 
been changed out of all recognition. In particular, 
the existence has been revealed of a whole new class 
of painted Geometric pottery, frequently figured, by 
and large assignable to LG I and without doubt made 
on Ischia. To date the tombs have produced only a 
minute quantity of it. It is not possible here to analyse the Geometric of 
Pithekoussai in detail. The main motifs mav however 
be listed: the most frequent and characteristic of them 
is the horse tied to a manger, invariably with a double 
axe suspended above, and equally invariably with a 
strange triangular motif between the legs (hatched 
upright triangle surmounted by a hatched horizontal 
bar with downward pointing terminals at right angles: 
the whole capped by a further small triangle in the 
middle-see AR 1966-67 31, fig. 2). The horses are 
generally found in pairs, facing each other, in two 
panels. Underneath them we sometimes find a line 
of grazing horses with birds between the legs. Less 
frequent is the ancient motif, ultimately of Mesopo- 
FIG. 7 
bronze ingot, drops of greenish vitreous slag, pieces of lead-and a miscast fibula, with casting seams, 
discarded because the foot was too short (Fig. 7). 
This last is a find of considerable significance: quite 
apart from the technical evidence it affords for the 
manufacture of fibulas at this time (cast, and then 
finished by hand), it demonstrates that fibulas were made at Pithekoussai. From the surface of the 
rubbish dump against the north-west wall of Structure IV comes another remarkable small find: a weight, 
consisting of a small piece of lead bound in a bronze 
ring. It weighs 8 -79 grams: which corresponds exactly to the stater of the Euboean standard. The most 
recent pottery in this dump outside Structure IV 
belongs to the first quarter of the seventh century. A fill of the re-occupation period, late seventh-first half of the sixth centuries, was directly superimposed 
over it. Strictly speaking, one cannot therefore ex- 
clude the possibility that the weight belongs to the later period: but it seems on the whole more logical 
 
Image from: Buchner, G. (1970-71) ‘Recent Work at Pithekoussai (Isc ia), 1965-
















Morgantina (Sicily): 1. Neck and rim of krater (VI/V BC); C. M. Antonaccio and J. Neils, 
pp. 261-277. 
2. Stemless kylix (VI BC); C. M. Antonaccio and J. Neils, p. 277. 
 
Image from: Antonaccio, C. M. & Neils, J. (1995) ‘A New Graffito from Archaic 




Figure 7: CPS 1 – Libyan bust  
 

















Figure 10: Cyrenaean relief showing a mixture of Greek and Libyan aspects 
 
Image from: Wanis, S. (1992) ‘A New Relief from Cyrene with a Libyan Scene’, 






Figure 11: Examples of dugouts in the Black Sea 
 
Image from: Kuznetsov, V. D. (1999) ‘Early Types of Greek Dwelling Houses in 
the North Black Sea’ in Tsetskhladze, G. R. (ed) Ancient Greeks West and East, 
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